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THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1 ~ ) WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-8000
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LOGISTICS

(SDM/DSPO)

MEMORANDUM FOR CONFERENCE ATTENDEES

SUBJECT: DoD Standardization and Data Management Conference

On July 14-16, 1986, my office sponsored the DoD Standardization and
Data Management Conference to address the Packard Commission recommendations
and other broad Defense acquisition issues. The conference brought together
members of the acquisition community to develop specific recommendations to
help implement appropriate portions of the Packard Commission report, as
well as other standardization and data management initiatives.

The attached report of the conference proceedings is provided for your
information and planning. I hope that each of you will cooperate as we
pursue each of the recommendations.

My action officers for this matter are Lee Rogers and Greg Saunders
(AV 289-2340 or 703/756-2340).

Attachment Peter Yur si
Director
Standardization and
Data Management

cc: Service and DoD Agency Standardization Offices
DoD Standardization Management Activities (SD-i)
DoD Data Management Focal Points
Conference Applicants



FOREWORD

The 1986 DoD Standardization ad Data Mqnagent Conferenre on
"Integratitig the Acquisition Team"Zlas held at the Sheraloi-National Hotel
in Arlington, Virginia on July 14-16, 1986,[The conferenceiwas attended by
over 400 people from the acquisition community, including program managers,
competition advocates, contracting personnel, engineers, data managers,
.standardization personnel, and representatives of the private sector.

These proceedings reflect, in part, the presentations made by numerous
leaders and experts in the fields of acquisition, standardization, and data
management, as well as many other related areas. The conference focused on
current acquisitioo problems, provided a forum for program managers to
relate acquisition'tsuccess stortes,lind examined the impact that the
Packard Commission recommendations will have on future acquisition
policies. A number of recommendations were made by the Session Panels, and
the Director of Standardization and Data Management will ensure that the
appropriate DoD offices address these recommendations.

The 1986 conference was successful and another such conference will be
planned for 1988. Credit for this conference's success must go to the
panel chairmen and their panelists who gave generously of their time and
effort, to the participants who kept the discussions lively and meaningful,
and especially to the Naval Facilities Engineering Command which provided
the funding.

Questions or comments on the conference or these proceeding should be
directed to Mr. Lee Rogers or Mr. Greg Saunders of the Defense
Standardization Program Office on 703-756-2340 or Autovon 289-2340.
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"Integrating the Acquisition Team"

Opening Speech by

Mr. John Mittino

Thank you ladies and gentlemen. Before I provide an overview of what
we hope to accomplish over the next three days, let me take a moment to
express my thanks to Tom Rutherford and the Naval Facilities Engineering
'mmand for funding this conference. I think we all agree that conferences
such as this are valuable and necessary, but without the financial support
of the services and agencies, they just wouldn't happen. This is the third
acquisition conference we have had. DLA funded the first acquisition
conference in 1981, the Army funded the second one in 1983, and this year,
the Navy took on the responsibility. I would say by the process of
elimination, we can look forward to the Air Force funding the next
conference in 1988.

Although this is our third acquisition conference, the audience
demographics make this conference quite different from previous ones. Past
conferences were dominated by standardization personnel, specification
writers, data managers, catalogers, and logisticians. While these people
are vitally important to acquisition, always having the same people attend
narrowed our vision on problems and opportunities. We would "sing to the
choir" while insulating ourselves from the program managers, contracting
personnel, and other segments of the acquisition community. A frequent
complaint was that our good ideas were never heard by the right people.

We set out to rectify this situation for this conference. Over 3,500
announcements were sent out, including 1,500 announcements to recent
graduates of the program managers' school at the Defense Systems Management
College. With only a limited number of slots available, I know many people
were disappointed to not be selected, but we felt it was important to get a
wide cross-section from the acquisition community. More importantly, we
felt it was important to have people who are in a position to effect
changes. We have two O-8s, two O-7s, 31 0-6s, 14 SESs, 35 GM-15s, and 78
GS-14s here today. We also have representatives from the major industry
associations, from Canada, and for the first time, from the government
offices of the state of Pennsylvania and the Commonwealth of Virginia. With
the growing emphasis for all levels of government to take greater advantage
of the commercial market place, I think it is increasingly important and
mutually beneficial for the Federal and state governments to work more
closely together, and I hope more state governments will participate in our
future conferences.

Most of us are aware of a very strong perception in the public today
that the defense acquisition system is sick. In studying the defense
icquisition system as if it were a living organism, the Packard Commission
concluded that the "horror stories" of overpriced spare parts, test
deficiencies, and cost and schedule overruns were only symptoms of a more
serious disease that was eating away at our ability to develop and produce
weapons systems necessary for the defense of our nation.
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To cure the defense acquisition system of its ills, the Packard
Commission has prescribed perhaps the most far-reaching changes in
management philosophy since the creation of the Department of Def,_,nse in
1947. Among the recommendations were: recodifying all federal laws
governing acquisition into a single, simplified statute; relaxing civil
servic2 regulations to allow more flexible hiring of acquisition executives
and profs .onals; authorization of multi-year funding for weapon systems;
restructuril.j the Joint Requirements and Management Board to be co-chaired
ti a new Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and a new Vice Chairman
jrV the Joint Chiefs of Staff; expanding the use of commercial products; and
icreasing the use of competition.

For the next three days, many of the panel sessions will emphasize the
recommendations for increased use of commercial products and competition.
There will be two panel sessions on subsystem/equipment standardization to
discuss, in part, the use of nondevelopmental items as an alternative to
developing unique items. While some people seem to believe that the idea
to buy commercial, off-the-shelf products originated with the Packard
Commission, DoD has long had such a policy in the Acquisition and
Distribution of Commercial Products Program, or ADCoP. Tomorrow, there
will be a panel session to look at ways to expand the program beyond such
noncomplex items as t-shirts and Worcestershire sauce. One of the arguments
frequently used against buying comiercial is the feeling that commercial
,neans lower quality. One way to overcome this attitude is to develop
quality assurance systems to ensure the commercial products we buy meet our
requirements. Tomorrow, there will be a panel session to examine the need
for a national quality management system, and how such a system would help
ensure the quality in the commercial products we buy.

I want to reemphasize something Pete Yurcisin asked of all of you in
his welcoming remarks, and that's for everyone to become involved in this
conference and not just sit back and listen. I expect you to ask questions,
demand answers, and make recommendations. Next week, Rear Admiral Locke,
who is one of our panel chairmen, and two members of my staff will be
participuting on the Deferse Science Board's Summer Study on Commercial
Acquisition. The recommendations from this conference could have a profound
effect upon the Defense Science Board's results. The President, the
Congress, and the highest levels of DoD are ready to work with you to
improve defense acquisition, but we need your ideas. There's an old adage
that says, "People don't want fertilizer, they want green lawns." If what
we do here at this conference helps to produce better weapon systems on
time and at lEss cost, then we can all point proudly to our green lawns. I
sincerely hope that years from now we don't look back at this conference
and all we can remember is the fertilizer that was discussed.

While most of the reforms recommended by the Packard Commission can be
implemented by the President and the Secretary of Defense, some reforms
will require legislation. The Packard Commission urged Congress to:

"Recodify Federal laws governing acquisition in a
single, consistent, and greatly simplified procurement
statute; and remove those features of current law and
regulation that are at variance with the expanded
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acquisition of commercial products and the establishment
of effective commercial-style procurement competition."

We are fortunaLe today to have as our keynote speaker Mrs. Colleen
Preston. Mrs. Preston is counsel to the House Armed Services Committee and
has been actively involved with the Packard Commission. Among other topics,
Mrs. Prestoi will address legislative impediments to the Packard
Commission's recommendations and what we have to look forward to from
Co gress. Ladies and gentlemen, Mrs. Colleen Preston.

1
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Keynote Speech

DoD Standardization & Data Management Conference

Mrs. Colleen Preston

As you know from the introduction, I was not a member of the Packard
Commission. You probably wonder why I'm keynoting the address on the
Packard Commission recommendations, and I think part of the reason John
asked if I would talk to you this morning, is simply to give you an idea of
what the implementations of the Packard Commission recommendations have
been so far. Where we stand with the Department of Defense Authorization
Bill, which will be the vehicle for many of the Packard Commission reform
legislative implementation provisions, is that we are in the process of
mark-up. We hope to complete that mark-up by the end of next week and go
to the floor. So when I speak of legislative provisions, they are simply
proposed amendments to the DoD Authorization Bill or introduce legislation,
none of which have been voted on by the House.

I think the Packard Commission recommendations are very important for
a number of reasons, but many of you will note that they don't go into
specific detail on implementation. And they did that on purpose. It's an
example, I think, that many in Congress are beginning to follow, and that
is to let those who manage the Department of Defense implement the
recommendations in the best way possible. In that sense, the Packard
Commission recommendations set a framework. They're a catalyst for change.
They will only work to the extent that you who can implement them make them
work. The same goes with legislation. The legislation is only as good,
and the Members know that, as those of you who are implementing it.

The Packard Commission focused on several areas in the acquisition and
procurement policy area. First of all, they emphasized planning. The
Joint Requirements Management Board is a new board that will look at and
attempt to, along with the reorganization of the Department of Defense, get
better planning into the system. In the acquisition area, there are
several important fundamental reforms. One is to require baselining in the
major weapons systems programs to establish the program content, cost,
schedule, and performance parameters. At that point, they would also
recommend that Congress adopt a milestone authorization process in which
programs will not be funded annually but will be funded on the basis of a
decision at each milestone to proceed through the completion of that
ml1estone.

What I'd like to do is, rather than going through the recommendations,
tell you which ones will be implemented through legislative provisions
right now. I mentioned DoD reorganization. I think the primary change in
legislation is the creation of the position of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition. That has already been created. It was attached
as an amendment to the Do!) Retirement Bill and has already been signed into
law. So we have already created a position at a Level II, which is the
equivalent of the Deputy Secretary of Defense.
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Another provision is streamlining program management. The Packard
Commission emphasized the idea that there needs to be strong, clear, short
lines of authority, so that those in a position of responsibility can make
those decisions without having those decisions then amended or second-
guessed. I interpret that, and I think the way most people see it on the
Hill, as saying what you need to do is invert the present decision-making
process where a program manager or contracting officer makes a decision and
that decision then is floated up through the various, as you may call them,
advocacies. At that point, the decision is amended or reformed to reflect
that person's view of the world. And so other people come in and advocate
how they would like to see the decision amended. I think the Packard
Commission was recommending, at least the way it's been interpreted by many
on Capitol Hill, that you need to have that input early on in the process.
That input should come into the decision-maker, the contracting officer, or
the program manager, and whoever that decision-maker is, should then make a
decision. That decision should not be second-guessed. It should be
reviewed to make sure that it is consistent with the priorities that have
been established by the Department, but the purpose is to have that input
process occur earlier on in the process.

Finally, we have an amendment to be offered by Congressman John Casik
which requires milestone authorization and baselining. In effect, what it
says is, if you the Department of Defense are willing to sign up to a
commitment as to what the program content will be, what the performance
parameters will be, the schedule, and you're willing to own up to a cost
cap, Congress will authorize that program throughout the completion of that
milestone. It's going to be implemented on a test program basis initially
with three programs per Service, starting with next year's budget. So in
return for agreeing to some commitment as to how you think that program
will perform, Congress will in turn say, "All right, we'll authorize you
the money, you manage the program in the best way possible; we're not going
to come back in and review that program until you complete that procurement
phase, unless (and here's the kicker) you breach the program baseline." So
once the parameters are set up, as long as the parameters are not breached,
Congress will not then come in and continue to review the program. It does
two things as far as Congress is concerned. One is, it's a way to approach
the multi-year type issue with a smaller framework. As many of you know,
the two-year budget has been debated, and many people have recommended that
for years and years. It's just too hard and too complex a problem to
address directly. This is a way to look at at least a portion of the
budget and say we're going to look at the outyear cost of funding a program
right now, and it makes the members focus on what those outyear costs will
be in terms of a realistic budget number. It also forces the Services to
come over with what will be a realistic number for that program in the
initial funding year.

There are also some changes in areas that are related issues such as
the Small Business Set Aside Program. I know many of you aren't involved
with that directly, but I think it's something of interest. There will be
an amendment offered to require, that under the Small Business Set Aside
Program, a company is not eligible unless they will agree to perform at
least 50% of the work by their own company, with their own work force. In
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the case of a contract for manufacturing, they have to perform 50% of the
manufacturing. If it's a contract for services, 50% of the value of the
services has to be performed by that company. The intent is to stop small
business set asides where a company is acting as a broker, acting as a
front for a larger company, acting as a prime contractor subcontracting out
either to large or small companies.

A second proposed requirement is that the Small Business
Administration amend the size standards within six months of the enactment
of the act to require that if more than 30% of the contracts in any
industry category are set aside, that SBA will have to revise the size
standards so that there will be fewer small business companies eligible for
the Set Aside Program in that industrial category. For those of you who
are involved primarily in the architectual engineering in the construction
areas, that will make a big difference to you because, at the present time,
approximately 80-90% of the companies in the business are characterized as
small. With this change, only approximately 30% of the companies would be
characterized as small, and it will significantly cut down initially on the
number of contracts that will be eligible for set aside or for the SA
Program. Again, that doesn't impact you directly, but I think it's
something significant that will have a major impact if it goes through.

Another change, and it's something that many of the program managers
have been dealing with, is in the rights in technical data issue. As you
know, Congress two years ago passed a provision requiring that the

ALL Department of Defense issue regulations to define the prospective rights in
technical data. There are many who, looking at the proposed implementation
of the Department of Defense and seeing how contract negotiations have gone
on in the past two years, felt that it was important for Congress to
clarify their intent. We have an amendment that will be offered by
Chairman Aspin which will state emphatically and in the law, that if a
contractor develops an item at private expense, the contractor's entitled
to retain the rights to use, release, or disclose that data. If the
Government pays for the development, the Government retains the right to
use, release, and disclose that data. Either of those rights may be
negotiated away during contract negotiations, and the Government will not
be precluded from evaluating whether or not contractors are willing to give
up their rights in technical data. However, the Government will be
precluded from requiring as a condition of bidding, that contractors give
up their rights. In terms of how that changes the law, I don't think it
really changes the fundamental basis of the law at the present time.
H1owever, it does signal some change in emphasis. There's been a concern
that primes are requiring subcontractors to give up rights in data to items
that they developed totally at their own expense in order to participate in
the prime contractor's bidding on a Government contract, simply because the
evaludtion criteria would reflect the amount or the percentage of items to
which the contractor was willing to give rights in technical data. The
report language accompanying that amendment, if it is adopted, will state
that Congress intends for DoD to pursue competition and to preserve its
right to compete in the future. However, the acquisition of rights in
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* technical data and unlimited rights in technical data is not seen as
necessarily required in order to preserve the Government's right to compete
in the future. There are many other techniques and ways in which the
Government can do that through dual sourcing, through licensing procedures,
and many other techniques that have not been utilized perhaps to the extent
that they could.

Finally, I'd like to talk about one proposed amendment again by
Congressman Casik, Congressman Courter co-sponsoring, and that is a
preference for the use of functional specifications. As many of you know,
the law already requires or states a preference for commercial products.
When the Packard Commission initially made their recommendation that there
should be established a preference for commercial products, many in
Congress said, "But we already have that preference, it was passed two
years ago and what's happened since then?" Really, not much. Again, it's
an example of a situation where it doesn't make any difference what the law
said. If it's not implemented, it's worthless at that point, and
essentially nothing really happened in many people's minds to implement
that requirement for a preference for commercial products. So we have the
dmendment this year that will establish the preference for functional
specifications and require that, in terms of stating its requirements, the
Department of Defense state its needs in such a way that commercial or
nondevelopment items would qualify to be bid on that particular
procurement. There's also a requirement that the Secretary of Defense
analyze those impediments to commercial buying practices which exist, and I
guess when I look at the commercial products issue, I see it really in two
frameworks. One is, what impediments are there to commercial vendors or
vendors providing commercial products to the Government because of the
specifications, and the second phase of that problem is, what impediments
are there because of the Government's buying practices that inhibit
typically commercial vendors from bidding to provide goods to the
Government? The Secretary is going to be required to identify all those
impediments to vendors supplying commercial products to the Government. He
is directed to remove those impediments that are within his control and to
identify to Congress those which Congress needs to amend, or legislation
which needs to be amended, in order to allow him to proceed with removing
those impediments. This is a good example of a case in which Congress
listened to those who said you shouldn't establish procedures in detail.
What Congress has said in this amendment is you, the Department of Defense,
go out and establish a program to create a preference. Within a year,
we'll have GAO review that program. If sufficient progress has been made,

* Congress will not take further action. If they deem that sufficient
progress has not been made, then they will reconsider whether such
requirements as a mandatory preference that can only be waived would be
then set up in the law. So I think the attempt has been made, at least
from Congress' standpoint, to draft a provision which will give you the
guidance and the authority that is needed to implement it while leaving
alone the detail on the implementation.

If I could, I'd like to just throw out a couple of ideas about what
some of the issues were that the Committee considered when looking at this
problem. In terms of the specifications area, we tend to look at it in
really three different circumstances. One is buying major weapons systems,
and there the emphasis has been on buying off-the-shelf, the streamlining
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initiatives, and buying nondevelopmental items. Then you've got your
typical common commercial items, as you've said, the steel siding, the
computer chips, where there is a commercial manufacturing standard that DoD
can look to and that DoD can use in place of a military specification. And
then you have the common commercial items, such as the ketchup, where you
really have no commercial standard. In that case, DoD has to do something
to ensure quality. I guess the Committee is of the belief that
commerciality in and of itself does not assure a quality product. These
are some of the problems that are going to have to be looked at in terms of
implementing this preference for commercial and nondevelopmental items. In
addition, if you mandate a preference for commercial items, and you only
allow that to be waived in certain circumstances, who is it in the
Department of Defense that would be qualified to make that decision? Do
you want an item manager to make that decision? Is it something that can
be made on a class waiver basis? Do you want to set up a system of waivers
or preferences in the first place? It's a horrendous paperwork drill, and
I don't think we want to do that. But so far, going from the stage of
everyone saying we want commercial products and we want to expand the use
of nondevelopmental items, to the day to day implementation has been a real
problem. I hope that with the Defense Science Board recommendations that
will come out at the end of the summer, you will come up with an
implementation plan that will really work, that will look at additional
training requirements to foster a good program. With that, I'd like to
speak about one more provision, and then open up the floor to questions.

IsliaOne final recommendation the Packard Commission made, which I think is
~ very important, is that of increasing the professionalism of the

acquisition work force. There are several provisions in Congress right now
to do that. One would centralize acquisition under the Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition in OSD, and another would simply take the China
Lake experiment and expand upon that and provide that within certain pay
grades, those within the Department of Defense would have the flexibility
to award performance within those pay grades, notwithstanding the specific
civil service levels.

So those are some of the many things that are being considered, and I
can elaborate on that further if you wish, but what I'd like to do now is
open up the floor to questions. If there is some issue that people are
very concerned about, maybe I can talk about that a little bit.
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"Integrating the Team"

Major General Peter W. Odgers

Normally films are shown at the conclusion of a talk, I show this one
to begin the talk to put in your minds that we are dealing with a fully
operational system. We have now delivered over a dozen aircraft out of the
production run of 100 and simultaneously we have a very active R&D program
going on. If you look at the Packard Commission recommendations of cost
caps, baselines, strong program management, multi-year procurements and
prototyping, I think you'll find pieces of all these recommendations have
been firmly incorporated in the B-1 management structure. I will start
with the B-lA program. Then I shall cover the commitment to reconstitute
the B-i program, followed by the execution phase which we are currently in,
and end with a list of challenges and a summary.

If we look at the B-1A program, there were four test aircraft. They
were built and all of them were assigned to Edwards AFB. The procurement
program was the one that was cancelled. The program itself was 240 aircraft
initially and if that program was executed according to the plan, the last
of those aircraft at a production rate of four a month would have been
delivered in January of this year. Notice the players for the B-1A program
with particular attention to Boeing who was the system integrater for all
avionics during the B-1A program. I'll mention that again because that

S responsibility changes as we move into the B-1B program. Note that we
invested about $3.5 billion in the R&D program. As far as the production
program went, long lead items and tooling were the only things that were
procured.

Of those four test aircraft, number one and two started flying in 1974
while numbers three and four followed in 1975 and 1978, respectively.
Notice the strong dominance of numbers three and four aircraft on avionics,
both offensive and defensive. Of the 1,900 flight hours logged on the B-1A
program, 1,200 hours were dominated with avionics testing. That becomes
very important as we move into the B-lB program because decisions were made
based on those hours.

Now let's look at the commitment. Those of you who are program
managers sitting in the audience would love to have a commitment like this
one from the President of the United States. It has always been very firm
without deviation. The President stated that his main strategic program
was the B-lB and that has not changed. That's a helpful commitment when
leading d program of this size.

Now let's look at the acquisition strategy. What I want to take you
through is the revitalization of the B-1 program, the strategies adopted by
senior Air Force leadership, both civilian and military, and how we've
embarked on this program using knowledge learned from the B-IA, plus what
we're tasked by the President.

Policy. The first two things are kind of standard, somewhat like
motherhood. You've built these four prototypes, so what are you going to
change in the B-lB program to productionize it to make it easier to build
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and maintain? New technologies? Of course, we are all familiar with how
technology marches, so let's Incorporate those new "off-the-shelf"
technologies in the B-IB. During this period of idle time on the B-1
program, cruise missiles came into the inventory. We integrated them into
the B-52, thus we would like to do that same thing on the B-1B and also
take advantage of all the software and computers which are part of that
total system. So we did that as well. So that was the general policy of
how we embarked on the B-lB program.

The second portion of this is capping the funds. Twenty point five
billion in FY 1981 dollars were allocated to the program for the 100
dircraft. You see how that translates into then-year dollars of $29.5
billion. That's the keel of the program, $20.5 billion FY 1981. It ha-
never changed. As far as the Air Force is concerned, that is the money we
need to execute the 100 B-IB program.

Now let's look how we budgeted by fiscal year. There are five lots
equating to fiscal years, 1982-1986, and you'll notice this is our last
procurement year, 1986. We went to fixed price, incentive contracts.
Ceilings were established to cover contractor risk. However, we were never
budgeted to ceiling -- only to most probable cost. We also added an
undertarget share ratio of 50/50 to encourage underruns. Multi-year
contracts; it was our intent to capture lots three, four, and five which
constituted 92 of the 100 aircraft program on a multi-year procurement and
save $800 million in base year dollars. A lot of people think that that is
a commitment from Congress to fund annual budgets. It is not. It is merely
a commitment to fund termination liability.

Now we change a bit on the B-lB program as the Air Force takes on the
responsibility of being the integrater. I mentioned to you earlier on the
i3-1A program that the Boeing Company had this responsibility for integration
of all avionics. That job is now the responsibility of the B-1B System
Program Office. You'll see the contractors listed there and there were
dlso potential break-out contractors. We've been successful in five areas
of breaking things out, but this again was the strategy going in. It
requires strong interface control documents to properly execute this
integration responsibility, plus a strong partnership with contractors.

arseline. A firm configuration baseline was established for the
program. The signatures were AFSC as the procuring agency, SAC as the user;
Air Force Logistics Command as the provisioner; Air Training Command as the
trainer, and AFOTEC as the tester. A general officers steering group was
formed to approve any proposed configuration changes. The Air Force
DCS/Research & Development chaired that committee, but Mr. Weinberger was
the real guru who approved any changes. As a result, very few were
approved. Concurrent contracts in January 1982 were signed, both for R&D
and production. A combined test force which is standard within the Air
Force was formed at Edwards AFB to execute the development phases of the
progrmi.

Integrated logistics support. Two point nine billion dollars of the
$20.5 billion cap were allocated for integrated logistics support. The way
we do maintenance in the Air Force is by three levels -- organizational,
intermediate, and depot. We established firm organic milestones, meaning
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when our blue-suitors would assume the role of maintaining the aircraft,
and pursued technology opportunities. Probably one of the most lucrative
areas to pursue technology growth is in the logistics area. I'll talk about
a few of those as we go along. The Site Activation Task Force is where we
put specialists on every main operating base, such as civil engineers,
support equipment people, spares people, as well as government people that
can approve contract actions. We keep these specialists in the field until
we activate the wings and they become combat ready. Then we pull them out.

Okay, that's the strategy, now let's look at the execution phase
because that's the phase we're in right now, and that's the one that is
important. That commitment has never changed from the Executive Branch of
the United States Government. It has always been 100 B-1Bs, not 101, but
100 B-lBs. In the Legislative Branch, it's been a strong program as well,
where the congressmen support 100 B-lBs, but I'll show you as I go through
this briefing how the funds have been eroded. This erosion has created a
high potential that we will not achieve the 100 aircraft program unless
supplemental funds are added back to the $20.5 billion baseline.

Now this chart has a lot of words on it, but let me go through just a
few items. On the airframe on top, you'll notice we went from a B-1A
program of about 400,000 pounds maximum gross weight up to about 480,000 on
the B-lB program. That was primarily due to the introduction of cruise
missiles, both internal and external. When we established that weight
growth, we did not recognize that substantial flight control changes had toe be incorporated into the aircraft to accommodate this additional weight.
Those changes are now in flight test. As we move down the chart, you'll
also notice on the offensive avionics on the B-lA we used an F-111 radar.
I said earlier that one of our key strategies was to take advantage of
advanced technology. The offensive radar falls into this category. Rather
than incorporate the F-111 radar into the B-1B, a brand new radar was
selected -- a radar which uses a phased array antennae, plus shares ground
mapping and terrain following through this common antennae. The last one,
the defensive area, where we had bands 4-7 on the B-lA, we expanded to bands
1-8, added a tail warning function, plus numerous other complex techniques.

Now let's look at the multi-year contracts. I said earlier we had
hoped to capture lots three, four, and five, equating to 92 aircraft. We
were a little late with our contracts so for Boeing and Rockwell we missed
lot three and 10 aircraft. All four of these contracts were negotiated in
August 1985 and you'll see the total target price at the bottom was a little
over $12 billion. The proposals from the contractors were close to $16
billion. Within the $20.5 billion baseline, we had money to support the
target price plus 6%. We had nowhere near the money to support the
contractors' proposals, thus negotiations went on for months and months
trying to get down to the dollar amount where we could afford the program.
We finally suicceeded last August.

On the management side. As far as the United States Air Force goes,
we've always had a general officer, at least a two-star, running the

S program. On the Rockwell side, the president of North American Aviation
Organization is the B-IB Program Director. Boeing has a very strong,
experienced manager. AIL's program manager is a vice president. We have
excellent relationships with our contractors. We have had executive program
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inanatjonent reviews at least quarterly since the program started. We also
meet with the CEOs of these four companies once a quarter where we discuss
problems or emphasize things which we have to get done. It's a resiilt of
meetings like these that we got the multi-year contracts negotiated on time
in August last year. I can't emphasize more that when the Air Force takes
on the responsibility of the integrator for a complex system as the B-1B,
the interface control is absolutely mandatory. It's worked very w-l1 and I
would encourage this management approach for any major program in the
future.

Firm configuration definition. That becomes a little easier when you
have a program and 1,900 flight test hours behind you, particularly in the
airframe side where you have so many long lead items. Now I mentioned that
general officer steering group earlier that was headed by our chief of R&D,
but primarily by Secretary Weinberger. A couple of configuration items
were approved by this group. Nuclear certification was one. Certainly you
cannot put a B-1B on alert unless you have certification of nuclear weapons.
That is now behind us. Climatic testing was another. We now have an
iircraft down at Eglin AFB in a climatic laboratory going through climatic
testing. Some of the things which were taken to that board and disapproved
were ENP testing and nuclear permissive action link.

Combined test force. Those are the players, the one on the left is
Air Fo'.e Flight Test Center at Edwards and all the other key players in
the Air Force who are now fully formed and integrated into a combined test
lforce at Edwards. We fly approximately three to four missions a week on
the iircraft assigned.

So that is the program. We started with concurrent full-scale
development and production contracts. The flight test program was supposed
to have terminated in June of this year. We have extended to March of next
year because of three areas I mentioned to you earlier: flight controls,
radar, and defensive system. The first B-1B will stand nuclear alert this
September when IOC is met.

Now a couple of words on the flight test program. These are the
aircraft involved, the one at the top is B-lA number four. it is the last
survivor of the B-1A program. We have that aircraft dedicated to offensive
And defensive avionics, two of our biggest challenges. That aircraft will

o retired at the end of this fiscal year and go to the Air Force Museum so
we'rr rapidly winding up that program. The next aircraft down is B-1B
number one. It. was the first B-1B built and it primarily does the classic
aerodynami, testing as well as all the weapon separations and carriages.
The third aircraft down is number nine. It is assigned to us because it is
the first heavyweight aircraft that's capable of carrying cruise missiles
both internal and external. It is in full flight status right now it
Edwards. The next aircraft is number 10. It is tasked with climatic
testing. It will be returned to the Strategic Air Command in September.
The next aircraft is number 18. We do avionics compatibility as well as
radar cross-section for a very short period of time. The last aircraft is
number 28 which will also be a cruise missile test asset.

low the real challenge of the program and the one that chews up most
of the dollars is the rate production. We are building up to full rate
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production right now. These are some of the challenges, the number of
subcontractors, the parts and the people we have working the aircraft. On
my left are the major fuselage pieces that are made throughout the country.
Not only do we build major aircraft parts, but we also run special railroad
cars and systems to move these major subassemblies throughout the United
States into Palmdale for the assembly of the aircraft.

Now on my right is our build schedule. We have now delivered aircraft
14. 1 draw to your attention aircraft 11 on the bottom. That is an
aircraft that was built in nine months at a rate of two aircraft per month.
We accelerate to three-per-month rate in August and up to four per month in
December of this year. Now that nine-month aircraft at the bottom shrinks
down to a seven-month aircraft at the top with aircraft number 33. It's
the same work force as we go from two-per-month rate today to four-per-
month rate in December and compress the time by two months. So the real
challenge to the program is being able to buy this program for the $20.5
billion and the production rate is key.

Integrating logistic support. When we field all the tech orders
required for the B-IB, both at the field level and the depot level, we will
own 1/6 of all the tech orders within the United States Air Force, so it is
a major volume of tech orders we plan to field. You'll notice the number
of spares and support equipment, both common and peculiar. Again I draw
your attention to the $20.5 billion baseline -- $2.9 billion of that is
given to this particular effort. Taking advantage of technology is

S something we are very proud of in the B-1B program. The central integrated
test system is an on-board diagnostic system which samples over 600
parameters continuously during flight. Once maintenance is done on the
aircraft, there are tapes which do similar type things of diagnosing the
subsystems and telling you whether you pass or fail. When a crew returns
from a B-1B mission, a tape is taken off the aircraft and placed in a ground
processor for analysis. This analysis highlights failures requiring
maintenance action. This tape also interfaces with other computer systems
to maintain configuration control, order replenishment spares and task
maintenance specialists. We are maturing this system currently. It will
be another six months before we have it fully matured, but we are on track.

Funding. How do you reach the Fortune 500? The money we're spending
right now is $527 million per month to bring this B-1B program in and that's
a little over $21 million per work day. We don't count Sundays although
most of our work force is working on Sundays. If you look on the left,
you'll see the baseline of the program which in the center column is
FY 1981. That's the $20.5 billion and that's what most people refer to.
If you equate that to then-year dollars, the value is $29.5 billion. The
second line was an adjustment in the funding primarily due to the reduced
escalation rates and brought that $20.5 billion down to $19.9 billion.
During the 1986 enactment process you can see what has happened to that
$20.5 billion. It has been reduced to $19.1 billion. In effect, this
dollar reduction has put us into a high-risk situation. I wouldn't want
you to leave here today thinking that the B-lB program is going to close
down tomorrow as that is not the case. We are currently solvent, but we

,. also think that we will have to return to Congress to get some of those
baseline funds reinstated.
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These are my conclusions. The challenges of running a major program
like this are many. Multi-year contracts were key. We feel we saved over
$800 million by adopting that procurement strategy. The firm baseline is
tough, but it works when people like Secretary Weinberger take an interest
in it and the leadership of your particular Service are involved as wrll.

2 Concurrency -- it's a tough thing to go on concurrency for a complex progran
like the B-1B. As I stated, a lot of things weren't thoroughly understood,
such as airborne radar systems, repackaging defensiv, systems, and flight
control changes. Had these things been thoroughly understood when we
embarked on the B-1B program, I doubt that this would have been a concurrent
prograin. Government as the integrator? Absolutely. We should take on
that responsibility in every weapon system, in my view. We can do t hat
job. We've proved it on the most complex airplane we've ever built in the
Air Force, and we've done that job well. Integrating logistic support
tough, tough area, but a lot of opportunities for innovation with
technology. Congressional commitment -- kind of strange to watch that one.
Everybody wants 100 B-1Bs, but for some reason they're not willing to stand
tip to the money it's going to cost. The outcome is build-to-rate. A' ire
on our rate-bill schedule right now. We anticipate we will go up to thre
a month in August and hit four a month in December. We will stand nuclear
alert in September this year just like we said four years ago.

,"."
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"Competition & Standardization - Natural Partners"

Rear Admiral Stuart Platt

Let me gjive you some of my thoughts on standardization. I think it is
axiomatic that standardization and competition are compatible and I don't
tLhink it is worth debating.

What we require is standard products, not standard contracts, or
standard contractors.

If you have read the recent Packard Report, and I think you should, it
is evident that we in the government are going to more "commercial-style"
proJcurement. I think that this can lend itself to an increased use of
standardized products.

Let me share with you some of the advantages I see in the increased
use of standardization.

First, in telong run, we as Navy managers are concerned with the
costs associated with fielding and maintaining our ships and airplanes. We
see standardization as a tool to decrease the costs associated with
provisioning a weapons system . .. simply said, it keeps our systems
afforddble.

Second, as we increase the use of standardization we should look for a
corresponding decrease in our inventory costs because we are reducing the
range of material that we hold in stock.

Next, as the use of standardization becomes more prevalent, the
qu.intities of the same item we procure increase making it more attractive
for contractors to bid. Volame buys and competition are most compatible.

We also should see a further increase in readiness because of an
increased probability of having parts in stock when we procure larger
';tdndard quantities to support our wide range of systems.

To conclude, I see the use of standardization called for where it
makes qood business sense; this is probably more than we have done in the
past. Those of us who manage complex programs need to give more thought to
the use of incentives for contractors to incorporate more standard parts
into the weapons that they are producing for us.
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Sbsystem/Equipment Standardization

1986 DoD Standardization & Data
Management Conference

Synopt, ;s of Panel Discussion

This panel was convened for the purpose of developing recommendations
d-1 a course of action to facilitate and promote the development and use of
Atandardized subsystems and equipment. Parts I and II of this two part
:-anel covered "lessons learned" from past and present subsystem/equipment
itandardization programs (both hardware and software) as presented by
experienced program managers and their supporting engineers from both
government and industry. Packard Commission recommendations to streamline
the acquisition process and use non-developmental items, as an alternative
to developing unique subsystem/equipment, were endorsed by the
presentations. Part II continued the lessons learned activity and included
the future applications of standardized subsystems/equipments (e.g. VHSIC,
architectural standards, modular avionics, etc.). This session emphasized
new ideas, new hardware, and new software concepts which are believed to be
achievable and should provide a significant return on investment.

As a basis for developing recommendations and a course of action to be
followed by the Department of Defense, twelve speakers presented their
programs, their views, and described why their respective programs either
succeeded or were impeded by "forces" within the current acquisition
environment.

As the presentations were made, the panel was ible to see several
common characteristics of successful programs evolve and detect several
common reasons why "good" programs floundered. These common generic
qualities are well worth noting and should be firmly established in the
minds of all standardization program managers and supervisory personnel.

The programs discussed ranged from a major weapon system program to
very small piece-part programs. The complete spectrum of possible hardware
program types were included in these discussions (e.g. NATO programs, joint
programs, and single Military Department programs.)

Observations

The following conclusions reached by this panel were based on the
common generic factors and "lessons learned" which evolved from the
discussions:

o Fhe panel members agreed that the benefits of standardizat ion ire
'iqnificant, well documented, and should be obvious to all.
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0 We have very visible support from the Congress, Secretary of
Defense, and now the Packard Commission.

o Making equipment standardization "happen" in the current
4 acquisition environment is tough -- almost impossible -- without very high

level suppr;rt consistenLly backing you up and on call when you need it.

o Standardization direction down the organizational hierarchy to
The field has; sometimes been inadequate but sometimes when the direction is
'jequate, the field doesn't carry it out.

f) Equipment standardization programs have increased competition
since they combine the requirements of several users and tend to make the
market size bigger and more lucrative to win.

0 While current problems in equipment standardization have been
properly and adequately identified in the past (e.g., studies, reports,
standardization conference proceedings, Congressional concerns, etc.), and
very good recommendations have been made -- including such things as
rewarding managers of good standardization programs -- those
recommendations have either not been implemented properly in the field or
have not been effective in accomplishing any real change. Until some basic
management issues are resolved, there is very little benefit to be derived
from additional recommendations or restatements of old ones.

0 When the standardization benefits and requirements have been
properly identified and the contracts awarded to produce a standard
subsystem, in most cases, there is no one directly responsible in the field
for administering it into other applications and needs. In short, there
are very few taking an active role at product acquisition levels to market
the standard equipment developed and even fewer performing the role as an
enforcer of standard products! This is the critical weakness in the DoD's
'quipment standardization program.

Recommendat ions

Although the following recommendations do not specifically identify an
action office, they were made in the spirit of standardization improvement
and should be documented.

r0 OSIJ hiqh level management support is needed in the form of strong
and visible standardization advocates for specific programs.

o We need to implement hardware standardization on a programn by
.irogram bisis (i.e. Pick a major weapon system program for implementation
of the hardware and not necessarily a given time frame for use of the
stanidard hardware.)
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o Implementation of standardization needs to be across-the-board,
enforced by an OSD standardization focal point, and reenforced by program
managers and, if they exist, reenforced by equipment standardization
advocates at product acquisition management levels.

o T,; standardization initiatives with major weapon system
modernization programs.

o Use standardization cost avoidance savings to minimize the impact
of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings budget deficit reductions.

o Whenever and wherever possible, evalute the use of non-
developmental items (NDI) for the satisfaction of new operational
requirements before awarding RDT&E and/or production contracts which will
lead to the development of new and unique hardware. Do not reject the use
of the NOI item if cost-effective modifications to the NDI item would
result in satisfactory equipment solutions to the operational requirement.
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Competition and Standardization - Natural Partners

July 14-16 1986

SynopsisQL._Panel DiscussionD

This pane2 as composed of four teams. Each team discussed a
majcr program where standardization successfully provided the
basis for improved competition. Each team involved two speakers;
nr was the technical person addressing the standardization
o-:.ept, the other discussed the procurement/logistics and
o,petition responsibility. Each panel discussed the problems
encountered, the way they were solved, the lessons learned, and
2uggestions for improving standardization and competitive
,rocurement actions. The four programs discussed were Tactical
Shelters, Mobile Electric Power, Hose Assemblies, and Military
Parts Control Advisory Groups (MPCAG'S). These are good examples
of the dollar savings or cost avoidance that have been achieved
as a direct result of standardization.

Tactical Shelters:

Thirteen tactical rigid wall shelters approved for DOD use under
DODI 4500.37, standard family of tactical shelters, replaced more
than 200 special nonstandard shelters to meet the needs of the
services. There is a recent case of procurement of the shelter
types for the fabrication of 1739 Army standard shelters at a
cost of $99.3 million. Five bidders were qualified. The four
lowest were within 15 percent of each other.

Mobile Electric Power:

This program is a prime example of successful standardization in
that it provided all services with basically the same mobile
generator sets built to well defined military specs and acquired
by competitive procurement. A current step involves procuring
what are substantially commercial products with limited specifi-
cations. There is very active participation by the competition
advocate. In this case, standardization is being accomplished
through the use of performance type technical data packages which
enable competitive reprocurement.

Hose Assemblies:

The use of military a-d SAE standards on high pressure teflon
hose assemblies used in aircraft is a good example of a [artner-
-;hip btween the military and industry associations in developing
-tandaids. An interesting concept is the use of a combined
military and SAE QPL for procurement. About half of the savinos
;n thi: caze was thought to be due to corrpetition, which was
!nmLled by odequate itardatds.
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Military Parts Control Advisory Groups kMPCAG's):

@ The MPCAG function is to provide technical assistance to the
military contractor as well as the services in the selection and
use of military standards. By using the expertise available from
MPCAG's in selection and use of parts, the part failure rate due
to use of MIL specs is less than that of non-MIL parts .
Nonstandard parts have substantial hidden costs. The example
discussed was the F-16 weapon system which was developed under
full part_ control requirements. It is a model for successful
acquisition streamlining - it has consistently met its cost
goals, schedule, and performance requirements.

Crased on the remarks by the speakers and questions raised f r om
the floor, the following are our observations.

i. There are benefits to standardization and competition beyond
cost savings: better and increased choice of sources,
improved quality, more current "state of the art." Largest
benefit is still the reduction in price.

2. When standardization does not exist, there is a prolifera-
tion of "source control documents" to cover devices which
are not cost effective to DOD, not technically adequate,
cause of logistics problems, poor quality and reliability.
Without standardization and evaluation, there is a tendency
for program procurement to gravitate to the least desirable

* parts available.

3. The drive to use commercial or industrial standards needs to
* have a clear definition as to what constitutes a suitable

standard. Regardless of the source of the standard, the
standard must not only be suitable for initial procurement
of the devices by the user, but must be sufficiently self
contained to permit the procurement of replacement parts

-Iboth in the near and distant future. These criteria must be
understood and applied by the competition advocate
regardless of the form of standard used in any procurement
or we have no basis for competitive bidding.

4. Harmonization of military specifications with commercially
used specifications as recommended in the Packard report is
a two way street. Many of the commercial and industrial
specifi.cations must be improved so that they are no longer

a. considered as representing the lowest common denominator of
the industry. They must contain the basics as previously
described. As these improvements are made, and they are
being made, increased utilization of commercial tandards
will be aSSUred.
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5. Eazly collaboration with industry in developing suitable
standards is considered essential to any standardization
program. Industry can assist the acquisition team by
preparing industry standards or specifications with two or
more sources for the products, and military drawings for the
military-environment products. It would be highly dezirable
for the industry groups to have an effort parallel to MPCAG
in recommending the use of the proper standard.

6. Clariii.ation of such phrases as "functional," and "perfor-
mance" is necessary, in order that they can be properly
applied to the standards process. These generalizations
create more confusion and should be addressed quickly or we
will have opened a Pandora's box of definitions.

For major standardization programs, DOD should establish
working groups with very clear definition and direction of
their responsibilities, as well as with a complete under-
standing of the acquisition strategy. Adequate funding must
be arranged. The working groups should include DOD person-
nel as well as industry representatives wherever possible.

8. Finally, the relationship between standards and competition
can possibly be best summed up as follows:

Unless there are suitable standards against which a product

can be procured and verified, we will never know whether the
product that is delivered will satisfy our requirements.
Without this knowledge, we do not have competition, only a
price for a product of unknown value. DOD is fortunate to
have several paths it can follow in selecting the proper
standard for the application. In some cases, it may be the
military standard, in others the commercial or industry
standard may be the correct choice. All of these standards
can be partners in the acquisition process. The only thing
remaining is to make sure that we select the right one for

V that particular application which satisfies the need, and at
". a price we are willing to pay.

Pecommendations

S1. DOD must very quickly issue an instruction clarifying such
expressions as "functional," "performance," "commercial,"
"off-the-shelf" as applicable to specifications and the
products they cover. Included in this instruction should be
information as to what a Nondevelopment Item (NDI) is and
how modifications should be controlled. Without this
information each service and acquisition activity will
provide thcir own interpretation creating a tremendous
amount of confusion and reducing the acquisition process to
shambles.
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2. DOD must provide clear definition as to what constitutes a
suitable standard, regardless of the origin of the standard,

"N if the standard is to be used as part of the DOD acquisition
process. As an example, it must describe the physical
characteristics and dimensions, the desired performance
levels, and how they are to be verified. It must contain
reasonable quality assurance provisions for production
acceptance. The standard must provide a common, consistent
set of requirements to ensure fair and competitive bidding,
as well as assuring a product that meets the requirements of
the military application for which it is intended. It must
be acceptable to both the user and the manufacturer.

3. The services must be directed to become more active and more
consistent participants in the industry associations
responsible for preparing standards having possible military
applications. The standardization funding for this partici-
pation must be identified early, be adequate and assured to
avoid the "stop and go" process which is the more familiar
situation faced today. Without this continuous, active
participation, the military too often finds the association
standards inadequate for their needs, thus delaying their
acceptance. Early collaboration with industry and their
associations is considered essential to any standardization
program involved with the acquisition process.

4. Industry associations can assist the acquisition teams by
preparing specifications meeting the requirements specified

qu in recommendation 2. above. Its standards should assure at
least two, but preferably more, sources for the products
covered. Various levels should be incorporated for differ-
ent military environments. The standards should include
part numbers and drawings for easy identification of a
specific product. The military participants should be
assured voting rights in the standards development. A
program should be developed to accept industry associations'
" qualified" or "approved" products as part of the acquisi-
tion process. A DOD instruction or letter should be issued
covering all of these points as a basis for the acceptance
of the industry standards.

5. With the increased use of industry standards, a system must
be developed to assure adequate feedback on the performance
of the products covered by industry standards in military
applications.

6. In conjunction with the acceptance of industry standards,
information on noncjovernment standards group (NGS) now
listed in the standardization mcnual should be expanded to

Nidentify the areas of interest of each NGS body.
MIL-STD-143 (precedence of standards) should be updated as
necessary.
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7. For major standardization programs, DOD should establish
working groups with very clear definition of the particular
application and environment as well as the framework of
their responsibilities and the timetable for completion.
The working groups should be broken down into smaller task
groups sized as necessary to address portions of the overall
problem. The total life cycle competition strategy (TLCCS)
covered under Army AR70-1 would be a good model for the
program. It involves defining early and specific needs,
system planning, detailed analysis of technical data, data
rights, dual sourcing and planning of the acquisition
method. It does not mean that everything must be competed,
nor does it mean that all data and data rights must be
acquired, only those which are absolutely essential. it
does mean early specific planning, maximum feasible competi-

*tion and buying what is needed. Industry representation and
the competition advocate must be involved early on in the
program and in each phase where their expertise would be
helpful.

8. The various acquisition techniques, each of which is
different, need to be simplified and clarified as to which
may be properly used under what set of circumstances. These
should be issued in the form of guidelines for the technical
personnel who are rarely experts in procurement regulations.
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JACK M. SIEGEL & JOHN F. WHEELER

U.S. ARMY NATICK RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND ENGINEERING CENTER

TACTICAL SHELTERS

DURING THE PAST DECADE THE DOD COMMUNITY HAS EFFECTIVELY ADDRES-
SED SHELTER STANDARDIZATION AND LOGISTICAL SUPPORT ISSUES
RESULTING IN A STANDARD FAMILY OF DOD TACTICAL RIGID WALL
SHELTERS THAT ARE BOTH ECONOMICALLY PROCURED AND FIELD SUPPORT-
ABLEI THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON TACTICAL SHELTERS (JOCOTAS), WITH
ONE PRIMARY REPRESENTATIVE FROM EACH SERVICE, HAS COORDINATED
SHELTER R&D EFFORTS TO ASSURE NO DUPLICATION AND MAXIMUM BENEFIT
IS GAINED FROM EACH GOVERNMENT DOLLAR SPENTI IN ADDITION,
THIRTEEN TACTICAL RIGID WALL SHELTERS WERE APPROVED FOR DOD USE.
PRIOR TO STANDARDIZATION, IN EXCESS OF TWO HUNDRED SPECIAL
NONSTANDARD SHELTERS WERE REQUIRED TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE
SERVICES. THE JOINT LOGISTICS COMMANDER'S PANEL ON TACTICAL
SHELTER ACQ AND SUPPORT (JP-TSAS) HAS INITIATED STANDARDIZATION
OF JOINT TECH MANUALS FOR EACH SHELTER, A RAM DATA COLLECTION
SYSTEM FOR USE BY ALL SERVICES, ETC. IN ADDITION, JP-TSAS HAS
PREPARED AND RECEIVED APPROVAL FOR A JOINT SERVICE REG ON
ACQUISITION AND LOGISTICS POLICY FOR SHELTERS.

A SPECIFIC EXAMPLE OF A RECENT ECONOMICAL PROCUREMENT OF THREE
DOD SHELTER TYPES WAS THAT ADMINISTERED BY THE U.S. ARMY NATICK
R, D&E CENTER FOR THE FABRICATION OF 1739 ARMY STANDARD TACTICAL
RIGID WALL ISO SHELTERS AT A TOTAL COST OF 99.3 MILLION DOLLARS.
NATICK COMPLETED DEVELOPMENT OF THE NONEXPANDABLE, ONE-SIDE
EXPANDABLE, AND TWO-SIDE EXPANDABLE ISO SHELTERS IN OCTOBER 1983,
AND IN APRIL 1984 AWARDED THIS CONTRACT TO THE LOWEST PRICE
QUALIFIED BIDDER. THIS WAS THE FIRST PRODUCTION BUY OF THESE
HONEYCOMB PANELED SHELTER DESIGNS AND MUCH PREPLANNING WAS DONE
TO ASSURE GOOD COMPETITION FROM QUALIFIED SOURCES. A COMPREHEN-
SIVE TWO-STEP IFB WAS USED IN THIS BUY. IN THE FIRST STEP TO
ESTABLISH ACCEPTABILITY, THE BIDDERS WERE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT
PROCESS SPECS, PANEL AND ADHESIVE SAMPLES WITH TEST REPORTS, ETC.
AND THE GOVERNMENT MADE PLANT SURVEYS. IN ADDITION, DESIGN
PROPOSALS FOR SPECIAL FEATURES WERE SUBMITTED. FIVE BIDDERS WERE
QUALIFIED AND WERE ALLOWED TO SUBMIT PRICING IN THE SECOND STEP
OF THE IFB. THE FOUR LOWEST BIDS WERE WITHIN 15% OF EACH OTHER.
DELIVERIES COMMENCED IN DECEMBER 1985 AND WILL END IN DECEMBER
1988 WITH A MAXIMUM OF 60 SHELTERS PER MONTH. THESE SHELTERS
WERE DESIGNED WITH BOTH DURABILITY AND MAINTAINABILITY OF PRIMARY
IMPORTANCE. FIRST, THE MATERIALS AND PROCESSING SPECS TO.
FABRICATE HONEYCOMB SANDWICH PANELS EXHIBITING LONG TERM STRUCT-
URAL DURABILITY WERE PREPARED WITH INDUSTRY HELP UNDER THE
AUSPICES OF AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS SUBCOMMIT-
TEE E6.53. SECONDLY, ALL SHELTER PANELS ARE HINGED OR BOLTED IN
PLACE FOR EASY REPLACEMENT IN THE FIELD AND THE USE OF STANDARD
INTERCHANGEABLE COMPONENTS IS MAXIMIZED. THE ARMY STANDARD
FAMILY OF ISO SHELTERS REPRESENTS THE STATE-OF-THE-ART IN
MATERIALS AND DESIGN THAT SERVE BOTH AS SHELTERS AND SHIPPING
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CONTAINERS. THEY MEET INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDI-
ZATION (ISO) STRUCTURAL AND DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS FOR CARGO

SSHIPPING CONTAINERS AND THUS ARE COMPATIBLE WITH COMMERCIAL
CONTAINERSHIP AS WELL AS RAIL, TRUCK, AND AIR TRANSPORT AND
MATERIAL HANDLING EQUIPMENT.
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SYNOPSIS

Competition and the Effectiveness of the Component Equivalency Program

Standardization of the DoD Mobile Electric Power Program is in large
measure sustained through the use of complete and detailed technical data
packages which enable the repetitive competitive reprocurement of family
members. A key component of the reprocurement technical data package are
engineering drawings which specify the source of many critical maintenance
significant components. Initially, these components were selected by the
manufacturer first asssembling the Generator Set and were qualified during
first article testing. In an effort to contain cost and enhance
competition, a program to qualify other sources for these components was
established early in the Mobile Electric Power Standardization effort at the
Belvoir Research, Development and Engineering Center.

Iii the 1983-84 timeframe there were allegations that the component
equivalency program was restricting rather than enhancing competition. As a
consequence of these allegations, a detailed analysis was made of Mobile
Electric Power program acquisition and standardization strategies.
Essentially, this analysis revealed the component equivalency program
effective in fostering competition and that there were consistent reductions
in Generator Set prices over time.

Colonel Charles S. treen, Jr.
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U.S. ARMY TROOP SUPPORT COMMAND

COMPETITION AND STANDARDIZATION
IN

MOBILE ELECTRIC POWER

PROCUREMENT AND LOGISTICS BRIEFING

1. New Army Policy (AR 70-1), requires a Total Life Cycle Competition Strategy

(TLCCS) for all systems.

a. Defined as early detailed strategy to maximize effective full and

open competition throughout the life cycle to Include end item and spares.

b. Requires up front detail planning and innovative thinking using

available processes. Early pectific plenflng on procurement methods.

c. Developed in concept operation phase with goal of maximum full and open

Scompetition. Doesn't mean we'll compete everything but does man we make

early specific decisions that will be approved in accordance with the law.

d. Development of TLCCS insured through Competition Advocate involvement

in key planning and decision processes.

e. Solicitation and how we address production competition.

2. Competition in generator program - historical perspective.

a. Mobile Electric Power program is success story in competition and

standardization.

b. Average unit price reductions overtime - 31%.

c. Intense competition:

(1) Increasing number of bidders.
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(2) Small differences in bids.

(3) Component prices kept reasonable.

d. Component equivalency program - another success story.

(1) Faci11itate/protects standardization.

(2) Technical data not an issue - form, fit and function.

(3) Average price reduction 47%.

(4) Gross savings projection 2.6 million per year.

(5) Savings average 500% higher than program costs.

3. Competition in generator program - current actions.

A. Evaluated full technical data and data rights approach. Much initial

resi stance.

b. Business decision - not time to-compete .the engine.

c. Alternative approach - require offers to provide second sources for

~: ) selected components (except engines).

4. Competition in generators - future.

a. Continue component equivalency program.

b. Evaluate dual sourcing of engines.

c. Evaluate market segmentation approach.

d. Evaluate life of type buy concept.

e. Evaluate expanded acquisition of concurrent spa res.

f2
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COMPETITION AND STANDARDIZATION-NATURAL PARTNERS

~ .~ TEAM ~3 HOSE ASSEMBLIES (COMPETITION)

1. APPLYING STANDARDIZATION DOCUMENTS

A. WHEN A STANDARDIZATION DOCUMENT IS PUBLISHED, PROCURING AGENCIES
MUST APPLY IT AGGRESSIVELY.

B. STANDARDIZATION EFFORTS HELP WITH INCREASED COMPETITION ON GROWING
NUMBER OF ITEMS.

C. CONTRACTORS CAN BENEFIT FROM BROADER STANDARDIZATION THROUGH

EXPANDED PRODUCT LINES AND A BROADER MARKET.

..DILIGENT RESEARCH BY ENGINEERING AND PROCURING AGENCIES CONTINUE TO
FIND ITEMS THAT CAN BE PROCURED USING A STANDARD OR SPECIFICATION.

F. STANDARDS NEED TO BE APPLIED AT THE DESIGN PHASE OF PROJECTS RATHER

THAN AFTER THE FACT.

11. BENEFITS OF COMPETITION

A. HAVING A GROUP OF SOURCES TO CHOOSE FROM CAN REDUCE DELIVERY TIMES.

qw B. STANDARDS PROVIDE A QUALITY GAGE TO FACILITATE BETTER COMMUNICATION

BETWEEN PROCURING ACTIVITY AND THE CONTRACTOR.

C. COMPETITION LEADS TO PRODUCT IMPROVEMENTS WHICH HELPS MAINTAIN

STANDARDS AT "STATE OF THE ART" LEVELS.

D. COST BENEFIT FROM INCREASED COMPETITION IS IN THE MILLIONS OF

DOLLARS MAKING STANDARDIZATION EFFORTS WELL WORTHWHILE.

Ill. CONCLUJSIONS

THE CLOSER WE CAN BRING MANUFACTURER AND USER TOGETHER, THE EASIER
IT WILL BE TO PROCURE QUALITY, STATE OF THE ART ITEMS AT A REASONABLE
COST. STANDARDIZATION IS THE TOOL THAT CAN BE USED TO DO THIS.

JAMES H. PHILLIPS
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MI L-H-3-8360

HOSE ASSEM'BLI ES, TETRAFLUOROETHYLENE,#

HIGH TEMPERATURE, HIGH PRESSURE, 3000

PSI, HYDRAULIC AND PNEUM1ATIC

$45,000.00 IN FY 85 FOR-99 NSNs

EXPANDED COVERAGE

USING SAE AEROSPACE STANDARDS AS604 AND AS1339

NR OF DASH NRS PROJECTED DASH EX PA NED

M 1NUFACTURER ON CURRENT QPL NRS ON NEW QPL COVEIRAGE

AS604 AS1339 TOTAL

A 72 132 84 216 +300%

B 60 814 1144 228 +380%

C 36 84 72 156 +1430%

V1- 13



HOSEASE'iL

4.72-0-263-6413

COST BEFORE COMPETITION (SOLE SOURCE) $11 .07

WRITTEN TO SAE J30 - FUEL AND OIL HOSES, AUTOMOTIVE APPLICATIONS

COST AFTER COMPETITION S 6.35

$ SAVED

QUANTITIES 1984 172 810-12

PROCURED 1985 263 123/ 7

1986 (TO DATE) 500 2355.00

HOSE ASSEM-,BLY

4720-00-879-6376

COST BEFORE COMPETITION (SOLE SOURCE) $ 80.93

WRITTEN TO MIL-H-2557 - MEDIUM PRESSURE TEFLON HOSE, AEROSPACE

HYDRAULIC SYSTEMS

COST AFTER COMP76TITION $ 1L4.40O

Q;UANT ITIES :?84 28 1&, _

'FjCUi 1985 91 A
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DCSC VALUE 'ENGINEERING RECORDED SVINGS

27 MILLION DOLLARS TOTAL SAVINGS FOR FY 85

- 13.1 MILLION DOLLARS (48%) OF THE TOTAL DUE TO INCREASED

COMPETITION

- 3.6 MILLION DOLLARS (13%) OF THE TOTAL DUE TO USE DF ATA

(I.E. SPECIFICATION, STANDARD OR DRAWINGS) TO MAKE ITES

FULLY COMPETITIVE

- 152 NSNs CONVERTED TO FULLY COMPETITIVE STATUS

b.
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1986 DOD STANDARDIZATION AND DATA MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE
14-16JULY 1986

IWTGRATIG = ACQUISITICU T
SIO 2 PAWL A

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT TOOLS FOR ENSURING
THE ADEQUACY OF TECHNICAL MANUALS/ORDERS

SYNOPSIS OF PANEL DISCUSSION

The panel presentation covered the Technical Manual Development Process,
problems identified with that process, and suggested methods for improving
the process and delivering a quality product through the universal
application of front end quality control techniques and the enforcement of
requirements for product validation against properly configured hardware.

The presentation by the panel addressed:

0 The TM/TO Product Description & Quality definition for TM/TOs

0 The TM Process

O Operational Environment

0 Problems associated with the product development and attempting to
satisfy the user in a timely manner

O New Quality Initiatives

0 Government and contractor responsibilities

o Strawman solutions involving

0 Hardware set-aside

0 equal status with other ILS elements

0 Contracting and delivery schedule improvements

Discussions during the course of the presentation covered the following
topics:

u The Impact of software configuration changes

* The LSA process, how it applies to technical manual development and
why that process needs improvement
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O Comments from the audience included the need for oversight ot the
logistics program to assure that all elements are in place, and
that early TM requirements analysis take place to assure real
time support of delivered hardware. (There appeared to be some
misconception on the TM Development Process)

0 Various panel members commented on the Computered Aided
Logistics (CALS) program and associated Air Force/Navy/Army
programs which would ultimately lead to a definative real
time information delivery system.

o Mr. Rulon, the Army panel member, explained the progress of the
standardization effort to reduce the number of TM specifications
now being used by procurement activities.

The audience offered information on Air Fbrce initiatives to improve and
speed TM development.

The audience indicated that everyone was aware of the problems associated
with technical manuals, but could see no evidence that action to improve or
provide solutions was being taken.

During the course of the general discussions, it became evident that the
audience felt that contractors and cognizant Government activities were not
acting in concert to force improvement. The panel felt that progress has
been made in the quality process, but that more could be done if hardware
availability for validation could be assured.

The panel felt that sufficient guidance for program management existed, but
that the system required discipline (no short cuts) to enforce requirements
if deployment of fully supportable hardware systsbms were to become a
reality.

It was the consensus of the panel that additional emphasis must be placed
at the program managers level to support the set-aside of assets for
validation. Policy appears to be clear on the responsibility to provide
adequate technical manuals, but unclear on the responsibility of management
(Government & Contractor) to support that effort.

RU RIUI IATIONS

The panel responded by offering the following key elements as essential to
improvement:

I. Early turn on cf the analysis process.

2. Set-aside of hardware by program managers from delivered assets
for the validation effort.
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3. Improved contracting methods.

4. Expanded user participation in the T" review process.

The panel adjourned with the hope that the quality innovations ot the past
few years will bear fruit and that the request for hardware to support
validation will be acted upon. The individual panel members intend to
pursue this end through the forums available to them in their military
commands and corporate offices.

A. Turetsky - NATSF - Chairman
F. Balletino - NATSF
J. Tilton - GEN. ELECT.
W. Everett - GRUMMAN AIRCRAFT
K. Fanning - HQ AFCMD
A. J. Rulon - USAMC/MRSA
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Quality Mandqement - Do We Need a National System?

18h Defense Standardization and Data Management Confcrence
July 14-16, 1986

Synopsis of Panel Uiscus ion.

This panel saw as its purpose the need to respond to the Do) chail,)nge
made at the December 1985 Williamsburg Conference for the private sector to
develop and promote a single organization - non-Government sponsored - that
would act as an umbrella organization and oversee a comprehensive program
encompassing a product certification system or systems. In this
connection, six panelists dealt with subjects covering 1) Self
Certification; 2) Third Party Certification; 3) Quality Management; 4)
Laboratory Accreditation; 5) the DoD Quality Excellence Program; and 6)
Product Certification vis-a-vis DoD Needs. The tone was set by the panel
chairman who stated that there was a need for some national unity resulting
in a National movement in the Quality Management Area.

Carl Roman of Union Carbide discussed the KEMET Certification Package,
a supplier certification program embracing Ship-To-Stock concepts. This
self-certification process exceeds requirements currently specified in
Military Specifications in that it has among its requirements: 1) a Final
Inspection Summary with each shipment; 2) a Monthly Process Control
Summary; 3) a Semi-annual Parts per Million (PPM) Progress Report; 4) Five-
year PPM goals; 5) a Process Flow Diagram with Quality Control Inspection
Points; and 6) a Quality Policy Manual. KEMET has identified its goal as
follows: "To lead the world in quality for each product and service
provided." Their approach is to address all customer needs as requirements
to be met; prevent defects rather than detect them; set specific objectives
for continued improvement; and, give all employees the responsibility for
quality. The goal is supported throughout the company.

Jack Kinn of LIA discussed the International Electro-Technical
Commission's Quality Assessment Program (IECQ) and the newly created
National Electronic Component Certification System (NECQ). His
presentation was specifically oriented toward their potential use with
respect to the new Military Drawing, and its impact on the requirements of
MIL-Q-9858A regarding Third Party Surveillance as a means to OEM Control
over vendors. He talked to "Commercial Certification" schemes as a means
to eliminating duplication and high cost and identified those that exist.
He declared that Third Party Certification Programs such as IECQ/NECQ meet
Military needs. In exposing IECQ/NECQ he discussed its organization,
operation, use and benefits. He identified Quality Assessment and
Assurance through manufacturers' facility approval, product qualification,
and product certification performed by a third party. In terms of
progress, Mr. Kinn stated that there are 175 specifications approved and
215 in process (worldwide); 115 manufacturers approved worldwide ani 21 in
the U.S.; 20 distributors and 12 independent test labatories (worldwide),
and twi, independent test laboratory approvals in the U.S.. He went on to
say
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that adoption of the system by the DoD woulo: 1) support policies of OMB
Circular A-119 and DoDD 4120.20 to adopt non-government standards; 2) fill
the vacuum left by reduction of manpower at field activities; 3) contribute
to improved quality of electronic components; 4) aid in solution of spare
parts problem; 5) ease NATO interoperability problems through acceptance of
international documentation; and 6) reduce the number of MIL-documents thus
freeing resources to concentrate on those things important to National

" Security. He recommended that the DoD adopt IECQ/NECQ speciflations;
accept national certification of military and other specifications; that
industry expand support of IECQ/NECQ systems and increase development of
specifications usable by the Military; and, place responsibility for
specification development, Quality Assessment, and Certification on
Industry for items of commercial and industrial nature, thus permitting DoD
resources to concentrate on items of military nature.

Des [Dymond of QML Inc., described the workings and organization of the
Institute and advocated that a national focus be developed for Quality
Management in Defense Industries in order to ensure a sound basis for
developing a competitive marketplace-driven Defense acquisition system for
the future. He stated that the ingredients required to put quality
programs in place were: I) awareness building through information,
communication and training; 2) help with implementing quality programs
involving OEM, supplier and customer networks; and 3) marketplace
recognition systems. With respect to Awareness building he seeks
cooperation and commitment of the Defense Industries; establishment of a
network of Quality information, including Data Bases, case studies and
others; and support for education and training programs including
workshops, conferences, seminars, etc. Regarding implementation
assistance, he supports the development of an updated series of nationally
acceptable standards for quality management; cost-effective solution to
reducing unnecessary duplication of effort in auditing and inspection
practices; and the adoption of modern concepts of management and technology
throuqhout the Defense rnetwork to optimize performance, productivity and
quality. With regard t- Marketplace Recognition, Mr. Dymond advocated a
National Registry, one that would recognize all who have comnitted
themselves to the Amru an Defense Inaustry quality proorams; a review of
existing quality program-s to ensure that they meet National Standards,
criteria and guidelines; and a program of National awards relative to the

• recognition of Quality 1,cPl11ence. He stated that QMI is prepared to play
ia role in the development of a national focal point for promoting quality
management in the Defense industry and he envisages consideraile value to
the National Security Mission through the creation of a national system for
quality manaqement.

John li cke of the ,wmerican Association for Laboratory Acreditation
(AALA) adcrc°sed laborotory accreditation' and its role in Defense
Procurement. Hp stated that there aro many accreditation systems in being,
falling und,r either Federal, St,:te, Frofessional/Trade Organization and
Private systemn catagories. lie went on to talk of the need for
accreditation to inclure the needs of Lsems of testing data as well as
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those of the laboratories. He addressed the general criteria pertinent to
laboratories and their accreditation including organization, staff, quality
systems, testing and measuring equipment, calibration, test methods and
procedures, environment, records and test reports. Mr. Locke identified
the many fields of testing and commiiented on their differences. He
mentioned the informal gathering of persons interested in laboratory
accreditation known as the International Laboratory Accreditation
Conference (ILAC) and commnented on its participants, workings and
accomplishments particularly as they relate to technology associated with
the accrediting process. He recommended that information relative to
current state of the art on quality testing operations be distributed;
assistance be given to ASTM Committee E-36 in the development of new
standards needed to verify the quality of testing performance; certifiers
and quality system managers be urged to use these standards in guiding
improvements in laboratories; and that cooperation among laboratory
accreditation systems to develop ways of recognizing laboratory quality
with 3minimum of reassessments and multiple reviews, be encouraged.

Eli Lesser of the Office of the Secretary of Defense introduced and
discussed the DoD/Defense Industry Quality Excellence Program. He stated
that there was considerable concern over the quality of goods manufactured
in the United States and addressed the need for a continuous quality
improvement philosophy in lieu of minimal quality to remain competitive.
He stated thiat there is a need for a long-term, comprehensive and
coordinated commitment to quality by both Government and industry and that
quality must be everyone's concern. This he said requires a team effort.
Mr. Lesser discussed the abolishment of the Acceptable Level of Quality
concept; Quality as a basic ingredient for productivity improvement; and
the modern versus the traditional concepts of Quality Assurance. Where
traditionally, high reliance was placed on inspection to find defects, the
modern concept is for workers to accept responsibility for building in
quality. Under modern concepts there is high visibility of quality
performance in the workplace and a rapid feed back system to workers.
Mr. Lesser defined the Quality Excellence Program as improving performance,
providing incentives, increasing worker qualification, and instilling
discipline.

Tom Ridgway of the Defense Product Standards Office provided an
overview of future directions within the DoD as it pertains to
qualification of manufactured products, certification of manufacturers

* capabilities and verfication of material conformance. He stated that there
is a need for an umbrella organization, non-government sponsored, industry
supported and government endorsed. He recommends a charter stating that
such an organization is the national overseer for the product certification
system or systems within the U.S. In this connection he
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structured his presentation in three parts, namely; qualification,
certification and verification. He suggested that QPLs serve a lmited
purpose because of their method of application and stated that the DoD is
movinq into the QML area whereby each manufacturer will demonstrate his
capability to produce a quality product. With respect to certification he
;dentified international schemes of the IEC and ISO as well as systems at
the NaLiet! level including NECQ for electronic components. He also spoke
of the 61 U.S. Government programs and of the 109 private sector
organizations in the U.S. engaged in certification activities. Regarding
, rfication he identified it as a subset of certification. He identified
xisting guidelines and organizations concerned with this subject. In

conclusion, Mr. Ridgway stated that his office has prepared correspondence,
for high level signature, conceptually endorsing Industry Quality
Assessment Systems and anticipated that such correspondence would be signed
in the immediate future.

Observations:

o In attendance at this panel were 265 people many of which actively
participated.

o Consensus was achieved relative to the title of the panel -
"Quality Management - Do we need a National System?"

o We need a National System encompassing points raised by the
panelists and audience participants, namely;

Management
Policy Statements
Specification/Standards base

- Surveillance Techniques
- Feed-back Mechanisms

o To implement the recommendation for a National System, there is a
need for:

1. DoD/Industry top management support
2. Greater confidence in industry's ability to perform
3. Marketplace recognition - i.e.; Defense products are driven

by commercial practices.

4. A change in the competitive environment so that it will lead
to improved performance, increased productivity and that has
as its goal, excellence - which in turn is rewarded through
recognition.
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Recomnendations:

o Develop guidelines for evolving a National Quality Management
System.

o Identify key personnel/organizations which must be included.

o Identify the umbrella organization.

n Identify a realistic timetable for a transition period.

Conclusion:

The panel concluded that merely endorsing the concept will not get the
job done. To provide the National Quality Assessment System that is
needed, it will require considerable effort and cooperation by both
government and private sector personnel.

Acknowledgements:

,' Panel Chairman - Lester Fox, Consultant

Panel Members

Carl M. Roman - Kemet Capacitors, Union Carbide, Senior Engineer
John M. Kinn - EIA, V.P. Engineering
D.M. Dymond - QMI Inc., President
John W. Locke - AALA, Executive Director
Eli H. Lesser - OASD(A&L), Staff Specialist for Quality Assurance
Thomas J. Ridgway - DPSO, Staff Engineer
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[XICUMkETI N4G STAN DARDI ZATION PAY OFFS

1 1) 3tXolJ Standarcai.atiun Conterence
L.3-16 July 1486

Synopsis of Panel Discussion

01,_ ir~ lh. i; rici auience tocused on the chal lenge ot just i-
Lyinj to 3;eni ), mangemnent that standardization warrants anl
inktestmient. of time andi money, and commitment in order to
a1cc"dip L ifh some of the aims ot the Defense Standardization

*ano Specitication Program (USSP). Conference keynoters had
* 'ltt:eoene ot Lh,- major benefits ot standardization - lower

prices, inore :competition, increased contidence. In an ear-
l ier session, the audience had also heard that standardiza-
tion has .Iot to) Pay tor itself. Discussions -it this session
brought otit thnat too otten standardization is poorly under-
-iL'od because it is p)oorly detined. As a minimum the DSSP
must oitterentiate between (M the development and mainte-
riatice ot iocuments, -and (2) implementation of proven stand-
irdiz-ition pra,:tices including application of standardization
1t)ctlrnents. Ottier areas in which differentiation must be

* recoj n 1zed are

- strategies, management techniques, and overall
* proach tko the standardization of (1) parts and similar

erins, ariJ (2) e'jIuipment and subsytems;

- procedures and motivation to implement standardization
at the Level of (1) the Government system project ot-
1 i. ce, ind (2) the contractor's project otf ice.

Mhe l)SSP !ho.)itLI also take into account that while traditonal
after -th- Lac-. standirdization may be appropriate in many
-)mmoo)(I-, -i: t eas, highI technology f ielIds need ant ic ipatory
,antla rds. Ant icipatory -;tandards focus the col lective tech-

iaiica 1 resotirces ot suppliers and users and thereoy real ize
lietm 11i~ ben,-4 jts ot the technology as well asi major econo-

iiio (~hroujih cost a voidance.

lw u et the panelists p~rovided examples of the value ot ap-
,p1yinj readily available data to justify a standardization
pr)oJrim ancl to identify areas having high potential tor
. -nificanL payotts. Eftectiveness indexes are the measure
of~ that portion ot a system, commodity area, factory pur-
chaisoe, etc. that are documented by standards in relation to

he wiale, 1-.g. 62% ot the 257U difterent types ot parts on a
w#eapon- :i,,'-;L(n are okut med by Government or adopted nongovern-
meITI 1 stLan(] ercs; 27% ()1 the cost tor parts and materials in a
VpirticuLar cla-ss ot ship is controlled by standards; 70%
of th act ive NationaL Stock Numbers in a particular tePdecal
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S opp 11' C[. iss ,t ,1r , 1 i ie(I by standards. Intormatien to derive
-,&ich "| toct iveono's iii lexes usual [y is readily available. the
Wl Iewinj tibie wa:.; prescnted by Col. ben SweLt USAF (E-,L) as

an .xampl, d ht1w tlits type OL iritormation is used as a
-Land, ir, Zit. i)n ma-w- jement too L at the Detense industrial
Supply Cenler.

NEED FOR SPECIFICATION COVERAGE:
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER

COMMODITY FY 1984 ACTIVE SPEC* PERCENT
GROUP SALES $M NSNs NSNs COVERED

BEARINGS 84.37 27,328 3,347 12.2%

ROPE & CABLE 38.85 3,944 1,733 43.9%

THREADED FASTENERS 114.40 94,095 20,319 21.6%

NON-THREADED FASTENERS 56.19 31,047 10,179 32.8%

PACKING & GASKETS 58.67 58,321 6,732 11.5%

MISC HARDWARE 83.61 67,088 9,485 14.1%

ELECTRIC WIRE & CABLE 57.13 7,324 5,109 69.8%

METALS (GROUP 95 & 96) 82.87 8,529 8,345 97.8%

TOTAL 576.08 297,676 65,249 21.9%

* Federal, Military, or adopted non-Government specifications.
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I~~~ I j ee L1t. 0- izV esse.ntial to sel1l standarolization
-rais ryi "ao ier t i Inj" conc .rete payut ts. The iOoL pilb I ica-

i ,n rtccnrt t i,. seven ca3c studies was commenuea as on -exce i-
-r'rt- 'xam:p L- -)t rhO K int t of adjvert is i n that standaraiz :it ionr
~c~.Pine L ist- C I :rit-iire Vanuemark, Navy, ano Nicholas

Cr b rn'U,~Ar~ ~..Ione of tho!;t cases: the standarai za-
~yI r sA.~rdc pirs.Suppl iers were motivated to De

Itno sp,-ciail environmental requirements at sea
C.it-i i lI'a: lz t onresulIted in a signit icant order quan-
wa~ir I y 'wOc)ll-Ls over a t ive year period. 0tt-the-

oii (),nwt--r -,13 L prk)(Iucts cou idJ not withstand the rigors ot
Sik, I~r iL)i , Imk.t /, and other conditions inctudinij

* .1r )m ;,.,t L,- int>-,c4 ereirce. Costs applicable to this
;.uI1r s

t CIl tfL )r-L alrd.ufteu to $5.6 million including
rr iji iir to- o)e upgrading and modif ication. Total

,;:IV 1- j)V-ti tim v y!ar- period exceed $58 milliion, rea Liz ing
a ret urn on Ln,'estm 'nt zo more than 10:1. A major lesson
ioatri-1 tr,)m, thLs ),-~ject is the critical requirement to
estal1) L isti t103 reda neeos ot users and to make them teel party

t)Lho dec, i i fl in )u ~jp )cess or, at least, adv ise them ot
(ea~fs : )t t!,e t in ,i I ict ion.

''t ~ L-e Lc t:,,Iinj ann, c Lassitication ot manufactured
j, -em.- i,; rectv i ng in(-re-aseo attenLion as industry recoyni ze-s

tho ,:3\iinj-; cand cost avoidance that can be realizea by group-
ing iLmlir it-rrs by their major characteristics. Ibenetits
,ire real izeci at rhe Aesign stage when existing items can be
reusucd, anid 'afl t~he shop tloor when similar items are grouped
tor rmatinj to) i~tachininy centers. The payotfs trom the
app iicat ionr of. (7roup Techniology were reviewed by Tom

')I~flie1.Iwho, reported that in the commercial sector the
averji. : -J- oA- ecnefing a new manufacturedI piece part anai
tetfriro rj ifl-,ro the Systeml i-S $2500 to $3000.

01 ~arw ick emphasi zI 1i trie tact tna tl it takes money to save
inoney - LhKr- ;no- fi-ree luinch. He i llastrated how major

tern ce.tL: rea 'ct- I ) factors that reduce overall costs.
tfAct.-' inc L 11(1 dOS ;ignf improvenients, p.roduct iv ity en-

:,nc~;~n, iril iim )ro)vtd iatcria ls. The payott trom an in-
V o t-nrl It- -; t aiiula ri i io)n cmi be( derived by app ly ing the

'U 01 di,'lv p) F71 ikc h t-A es Lab [iLs ti whe the r t he in yives tine n t
i~t, L it t-()() m i, or enough.

'S ' ,lI~ nWed 'I ';ILe Ic ystematic mnethod tor ca [cui atinoj
wt i or 1~~ jrt oI tan~j1I~) Le. sav ings' ot cost avoidance t rom

t ('( I L Ll acl.- io)n. This method.1 haa evolved ovei: a t~weri--
/ yeir 100 rom j relatively complex approacn that

Itfnpiefi t (:al tUre- -J2L ~'sdVy In to a pragmiatic, rearutly
N 1 njj t 'i oil n,.-trIii 1 to i- idresses 50 p-ercent ot t.he cost

I . tr .'H I ~p Iira. nnot Pareto's Principal has rcesi-L [ed
I T r.:; u.; I.Ice~t~r~& and c red i h ILe est imates.
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The panel and the audience concluded that the evolution and
sstematic presentation of standardization costs and benefits
is a tundamental necessity to

- insure continued management support;

- etfectively utilize available resources; and

- identify the point of diminishing returns.

Observations

A very productive dialogue developed among the panelists and
with the audience. Some of the key points made during these
discussions included:

- Except for the Mil-Std-965 parts control requirement,
implementation of standardization is voluntary on nearly
every weapon system or at technical centers.

- Direction to Government program managers and contrac-
tors on implementiny standardization principals and
practices is nil.

- Merit evaluations of managers having a standardization
responsibility should include provision to credit per-
sonnel for significant standardization accomplishments
and to note as deficiencies failure to achieve an appro-
priate level of standardization.

- Government contractors need to be motivated to invest
in standardization based on the benefits derived by
themselves as well as their DoD customers.

- To ettectively evaluate standardization programs it is
necessary to establish a relatively straighttorward
system to quantity performance and results.

Uiscussions evolved into two major areas: (1) selling stan-
dardization, and (2) strenghthening the DSSP. Recommenda-
tions listed below represent a consensus of the 120 people

L),irticipating in this session. Every dissenting comment was
accomodated. The concerted and enthusiastic participation by
a very knowledgable audience representative of all atfected
interests makes these recommendations particularly noteworthy.
Those responsible for the DSSP would demonstrate their com-
initment to the program and those directly involved by acting
on these recommendations as soon as possible.
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Recoummendat ions

Sel I i Standardization

Action

i. Expand Ltie case stuay approach. Each Service and DepSo's
UI.A shOuld compile their own booklet of case studies
and -. stribute it widely.

2. Prc.pare a guide (not: a Mil-Std) on calculating UUJSUKt (SUM)
ari presenting standardization costs and benefits.

i. A\cquire and keep current basic cost factors, e.g. OUSDRE (SUM)
p)reparing documentation, entering an item into
invent'Icy, etc.

4. uevel:)p, tby consensus, evaluation criteria to OUSUkRS (SLUt) VepSO'
a!;sess standards development projects. Dod Standards Commu

,. Strengthen Dod as-3e-ssment of program compliance OUSURE (SUM)
with DSSP objectives.

b. Lncludle standardization savings# and cost avoi- OUSUK<E (SDM)
dance in Government awards programs - suggestion, DepSU's
value engineering and other recognition programs.

7. Establish incentive measures that enable contrac- OUSDRE (SUM)
tors to share in some of the monetary savings from
;tandacdization, or be penalized tor ineffective
.-iandardizat ion efforts.
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Strengthening the DSSP

Action

1. Prepare clear overview document, or schema, OUSDRE (SDM)
which detiies the overall defense standardiza-
tion system showing the interrelationship of
ar-s and equipment standardization and other

,,ajor elements including item reductions and pro-
ie,:t implementation.

Define and implement criteria to be used in OUSDRE (SUM)
ietermining if new standardization projects are PA's for high
Lo be authorized. Recognize special requirements tech FSC's
i.a high tech areas. Provide guidance on projects and Areas
to develop intertaces or standard protocols versus
conventional parts or equipment standards.

3. Provide enabling authorization so that standard- OUSDRE (SUM)
ization project managers can call upon expertise
wherever it may be within DoD.

4. Establish a teedback mechanism that advises PA's OUSURE (SUM)
if their standards are actually used and the types and DepSO's
of applications.

5. PA's need to establish closer links with users to OUSURE (SUM)
() coordinate requirements prior to development
(if the first draft, and (b) to get feedback after
implementation. These requirements may need to be
incorporated in 4120.3M

h. Establish training courses in implementing stand- OUSDRE (SUM)
arlization for Government contracting personnel and and Services
program managers. Make successful completion of such
,I course a prerequisite for advancement or particular
grade levels.

7. Establish a Standardization Advocate either at DoD OUSDRE (SUM)
)r within each Service and ULA. or Services

8. Develop an American National Standard for coding ANSI Intormation
and classification/group technology to enable con- Systems Standards
t.rdctors and DoD to simplify the search for like Board
parts and to avoid duplicating the classification
process when items are broken out or subcontracted.

It. Apply group technology in small quantity procure- UA6D (A&L)
mnts so that RFQ's can be of sufficient size to Services
at-Lract competition and benefit from economies of DLA

C.I e.
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10. Enhance assignees' authority to police projects OASD (SOM)
for standardizdcion implementation.

11. Further promote the necessity of having fully OASD (A&L)
descriptive technical data packages in order to ac-
quire and support eftectuve item standardization
action.

12. Require inventory control points to report quar- OASD (A&L)
terly on the portion (%) of their dollar expenditure DLA
'hat is not covered by fully definitive documentation.

13. Provide visibility and attention to Item Reduc- OASU (SDM)
cion and quantity the benefits derived. DepSO's

14. Use existing standardization tools more effec- OASD (SDM)
tively and make the standards community aware of DepSO's
how they can be applied to provide payoffs on pro-
jects and in the supply system. These tools in-
clude FIIGS, item identification, item entry con-
trol, and P/N systems.
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ACQUISITION AND DISTRIBUTION OF COMMERCIAL PRODUCTS

BEYOND -r-SHIRTS AND WORCESTERSHIRE SAUCE

1986 DOD DEFENSE STANDARDIZATION AND DATA MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE

Synopsis of Panel Discussion

The presentations covered the use of commercial products and
nondevelopment items by DOD. It was noted that of 13
recommendations on acquisition policy included in the Packard
Commission's report, 2 recommended a much greater use of
components, systems, and services available "off-the-shelf" and
increased reliance on commercial procurement practices. This
attention by the Commission was warranted given the benefits of
lower product costs, higher product quality, state-of-the-art
technology, and decreased procurement lead time and procurement
costs including lower research and development costs associated
with a functioning commercial product procurement program.

The three industry representatives, including Panel Chairman
John Fluke, Jr. of the John Fluke Manufacturing Company and
Chairman of the Commercial Product Acquisition Team (COMPACT),
Philip Cassidy of Eastman Kodak and representing COMPACT, and
Larry Schadegg of PRB Associates discussed specific examples of
how commercial product procurement has benefited both DOD and
vendors in the past and all expressed a willingness to work with
DOD to develop the additional procedures and guidelines
necessary to increase commercial product acquisition in the
future. The three DOD representatives discussed current and
planned activities at the policy level and at buying commands to
increase commercial product acquisition.

Both the industry and DOD panel members discussed current
impediments to successful commercial product procurement and
suggested methods for overcoming them. Perhaps the biggest
problem discussed was the need to overcome the attitude found at
all levels in the procurement system that commercial product
procurement is an inappropriate, unacceptable, or unworkable
means of meeting DOD requirements.

Of particular importance to solving this attitude problem is
the involvement by top level DOD policy makers and procurement
officials in emphasizing the benefits of and a need for a
comprehensive commercial product procurement program. This
support at high levels is needed if the staff level procurement
personnel are to change what amounts to a generation of
acquisition practices that have emphasized detailed design

specifications and initial product price.
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C~ A-Other problems discussed included standardization for
standardization sake, over reliance on detailed military design
specifications, unnecessary operational environment requirements,
the need for quality assurance, the need to protect rights in
data, the need for effective competition, the inclusion of
national socio-economic policies as part of the procurement
system and program politics. Although no mingle problem was

p considered impossible to overcome, the totality of the system
requires top management attention to implement changes to make it
easier and more attractive to buy commercial.

Several recent examples of the benefits of buying commercial
vare discussed. Commercial distribution systems have been
adapted to military use so that turnaround time from product
order to delivery has been reduced for 60 to 5 days. The Army
Material Command is purchasing Mobile Subscriber Equipment, a

4. tactical communications system, from an off-the-shelf source.
This procurement will be the first example of tactical equipment
to be bought without first going through the development process.
In addition, the panel discussed the incorporation of commercial
products in a tactical mission support system for the Navy. This
particular minicomputer based system was specifically designed to
provide squadron personnel with the automated tools needed to'
perform Area/Theatre Mission Planning, Specific Mission
Pre-f light, In-flight Support, and Post-flight Data Analysis.
Initial savings through the use of commercial systems for this
single systems totaled over $32 million dollars.

Recommendations

- ~ 1. Top management must be directly involved in a commercial
product procurement program. This should include:

0 the issuance of policy statements clearly emphasizing
management's desire to buy or consider commercial
products in all procurements;

0 the establishment of specific commercial product
procurement goals at the organizational level with
personal follow-up by top level management;

0 the emphasis through speeches, seminars, training and
.4 media contacts of the importance of a functioning

commercial product procurement program;

0 the recognition and reward of procurement personnel who
effectively use commercial product procurement to meet

* DOD needs;

o frequent dialogue between program managers, procurement
personnel, technical personnel and industry executives;
and
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o the establishment of a program to review regularly
specifications and standards to determine if they
adequately reflect the current procurement environment.

42. DOD should circulate draft requirements and draft RFPs to
all potential bidders as early as possible in order to
solicit comments and ideas and to detect potential
impn;...ents to successful and competitive procurement. This
process will help assure that DOD obtains information on
commercially available products that can adequately meet the
needs of the user and increase competition.

3 DOD should review existing procurement regulations and
guidelines with the goal of eliminating those that impede or
prevent the effective use of commercial product procurement.

4. DOD should have the flexibility to reprogram procurement
resources in order to evaluate commercial product
availability and develop appropriate solicitations and
Commercial Item Descriptions.

5. DOD should make greater use of multi-year contracting
procedures.

6. DOD should increase the use of and reliance on
non-government standards.

7. DOD should make greater use of the Multiple Award Schedule
for small quantity purchases of commercial products.
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Integrating the Acquisition Team

1986 DoD Defense Standardization and

Data Management Conference, July 14-16, 1986

Synopsis of Panel Discussion

The panel's topic of discussion was the same as the theme of the

overall conference, "Integrating the Acquisition Team". In order to

adequately addreso this broad subject, presentations were given by seven

.ifferent panelists covering diverse subjects such as:

O The Role of Prototyping In Acquisition

O Market Place Competition

o Overview of Acquisition Streamlining

O Integrating VE Into Competition

o Data For Improved Acquisition

O Developing Competition with Reverse Engineering

0 Spare Parts Purchase or Borrow Program

In addition to these topics, the panel chairman presented an overview

of the Packard Commission's findings relative to Acquisition Organization

and Procedures.

RADM Locke opened the session with an overview of the President's Blue

Ribbon Commission on Defense Management (Packard Commission)

recommendations. He discussed the Commission's broad charter which

included a review of the defense management acquisition process including

planning and resource allocation. He indicated that the Commission had put

forth recommendations regarding the National Command structure, including

OJCS and CINCs as well as role of Congress in defense management. Within

the area of acquisition organization and procedures he stressed three
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areas; streamlining of the DoD acquisition system, emphasis on innovation

and pr,,ductivLty and attc'rinq, ret3ininJ and motivat.ing well quali~ied

Locke as the need to emphasize program stability, improve long ranqp

planning. -,.hi-izc clear lines between authority and responsibility,

emphasize centralized policy with decentralized execution, utilize

s.ccessful commercial practices where possible and improve the

-,.ofessionalism of the acquisition workforce. Of particular interest to

the panel were other elements which addressed the need to recodify existing

statutes, increase the use of prototypes and emphasize early operational

testing, expand the role of DARPA, increase the use of "commerical style*

competition, and institutionalize baselining and multiyear procurement.

Highlights of Presentations

0 Mr. Ray Siewert of OUSD(R&E) discussed the Packard Commission's

recommendation of early prototyping at the system or critical system level

for all major weapon systems. His presentation discussed concerns in a

number of areas with regard to prototype implementation. Some of the

concerns were:

O A need to define who in the acquisition cycle determines what

system or item is to be prototyped.

O What are the criteria to define prototyping.

0 What is the degree of operational testing desired in conjunction

with prototypes.

O What is prototyping's relationship to competition.

0) What impact will prototypes have on the acquisition cycle.

Mr. Siewert emphasized that the goals of prototyping are to improve

our military capability and become the basis for making realistic cost

efforts. He stressed that while prototypes will suffice in many ways, DoD
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must ensure operational testing to include survivability of our equipment.

O Mr. Phil Degen of ODASD(P)CPA discussed the subject of market place

competition. He stated that DoD has had for some time the ability to

select Erom other than a low bid by justifying such factors as quality, etc.

He emphasiz-d five areas that should be examined in the acquisition

process. They are:

O Is the potential supplier a "high quality" source.

0 What is the supplier's past performance in other acquisition.

O Establish justification requirements for commercial or non-

commercial contracts.

0 Search the markets place first for desired non-developmental items

and generate specifications where required to define requirements.

) Develop purchase descriptions that define functional versus

detailed design requirements.

The thrust of the above areas is to have the potential contractors or

supplier prove to the DoD that they are capable producers as opposed to

justifying that they are not.

0 Mr. Gerry Hoffmann of OASN presented overview of acquisition

streamlining. He pointed out that the Packard Commission has acknowledged

that specifications requirements have been historically overstated for many

years, not only in the technical arena, but also with regard to data

requirements. Tn order to maximize the cost effectiveness of this concern

the following action needs to be taken, i.e., invoke streamlining to:

0 optimize requirements

0 eliminate waste, i.e., non-necessary requirements
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0 structure requirements using broad coordination between

1government and industry

He stated that with the issuance of the streamlining document, DoDD

5000.43 the above concepts will be achieved if properly applied. Some of

the key points to streamliring are:

O preventing premature application of requirements

O tailoring of specification requirements

o issuing draft solicitations

o citing minimum requirements in specifications prior to FSD

O limiting applicability of document to one-tier in development

unless absolutely necessary

O emphasizing the Program Manager's responsibility for making final

decisions on requirements.

O Mr. Gordon Frank of DASD(PS)IPO/IPSO gave a presentation on

S "Integrating VE Into Competition". He began his talk with a description of

value engineering and it's primary objective which is to identify and

eliminate unnecessary cost. He indicated that value engineering is applied

to all contracts over $100K. The VE program is a voluntary one which

encourages contractors to submit Value Engineering Change Proposals (VECPs)

and share in the savings with the Government. He stated that a VECP

requires a change to the contract and is similar in its approval process as

an Engineering Change Proposal. A VECP may require front-end funding. In

dual source contracts the prime contractors realizes savings from second

source contractors as well as his own contract. One problem associated

with VECPs is there is no incentive for competitors to cooperative. A

remedy to this is to have memorandums of understanding prepared and agreed

to by the parties concerned.

O Mr. Carl Berry of DASD(PS)SDM(DDMO) discussed data for improved

acquisitions. He began his presentation by discussing a number of
initiatives underway by DoD to improve the acquisition process. The

automation of the DoD repositories has begun and will be completed within

the next 30 months. He mentioned that a central index/locator system was

also being developed to assist in locating the engineering drawings within
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the repositories. He also stated that there is an effort underway to

automate the DoD Index of Specifications and Standards (DoDISS) which will

improve the user's ability to find documents in list form. Along with

these initiatives, his office is developing new procedures and criteria for

inspection and acceptance of drawings, determining the criteria for

separate line item identification for data, including pricing, developing a

new specification for Technical Data Packages, and assisting the DAR

Technical Data Sub-Committee in establishing "rights-in-data" requirements.

He also mentioned the establishment of a Pilot Reverse Engineering Program

and the impending establishment of a Replenishment Parts Purchase or Borrow

Program, both of which will foster increased competition. Mr. Berry also

pointed out that his office is currently revising the DoD directive for

Configuration Management (DoDD 5010.19) to incorporate such features as

streamlining requirements, automation of configuration data and early

baselining.

0 LtCol Bill Foster of HQ USAF/LEYE discussed the Air Force's Reverse

Engineering Program. He stated the overall goal of the program was to

develop technical data with unlimited rights, expand competition, reduce

the overall cost of spare parts, and measure the effectiveness of the

reverse engineering technique being performed by contractors. LtCol Foster

gave a brief history of the program including the OSD direction which was

to implement an 18 month pilot program using contractors to perform the

effort. Selected sole source high dollar spares are being used for the

reverse engineering process. Cost of the program is $10M, funded from the

Air Force's spare parts budget. He stated that management of the program

has been assigned to the Air Force Logistics Command with all 5 Air

Logistics Centers participating. The Air Force has developed a screening

process for items undergoing reverse engineering and subsequent contract

approaches have been defined and contracts awarded. LtCol Foster stressed

that the DoD acquisition community needs to define it's data requirements

early in the acquisition process, thus reducing the need for reverse

engineering. He stressed that the Air Force is doing this and using

reversr engineering as a last resort.

Mr. Ray Kelly of US Army DALO-CPC presented the impending

Replenishment Parts Purchase or Borrow Program being developed by DASD(PS)
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for Service wide implementation. He stated that the program will provide

firms the opportunity to purchase, borrow, or view DoD replenishment parts

for the purpose of design replication and subsequent sale to the

Government. This activity will create or enhance competition of spare

parts. He outlined the overall features of the program which makes parts

available on a loan, purchase or view condition to prospective suppliers.

Mr. Kelly identified the approval criteria for making parts available as

o nonavailability of a technical data package

o the item exceeds $10K annual by value

o not precluded by law

o has no adverse effect on supplies

0 savings exceed costs

0 item is not an unstable or critical part and has not critical

military technology

Mr. Kelly emphasized that while not a mandatory requirement, an unlimited

~ rights technical data package is encouraged from potential suppliers that

purchase or borrow parts.

Concerns

The intent of this panel was to bring together diverse representation

4 from the acquisition/technical community and share ongoing initiatives and

current problem areas for the purpose of identifying areas that require

improvement, correction, etc. 1'o this end, a number of concerns were

identified and are listed below. Many of the concerns were addressed and

resolved in the open forum following the panel's presentation. Major

concerns are identified by subject matter and do not appear in any order of

precedence.

Reverse Engineering

0 Concern over the program's infringement of patents and/or other

~ data rights restrictions. Mr. Kelly replied that the Army does not

institute patent searches, but that the program restricts the Government
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from patent infringements or any other restriction provided by law. He

emphasized that while the Government cannot use a vendors restricted data,

the actual item has no restriction and may be provided for purposes of

reverse engineering.

0 Concern regarding the implementation of reverse engineering. Mr.

Kelly stated that the Government only uses unlimited rights data from an

original equipment manufacturer. If limited rights data is in possession

of the Government it can only be used to compare the results of data

derived by reverse engineering in-house. It is felt that there will be few

instances in which the Government will compare data of one manufacturer to

another.

0 Concern that other alternatives should be used such as licensee

agreements.

0 Streamlining

O Concern over the adverse impact on international standardization

requirements and agreements. Mr. Hoffman replied that the Government must

consider all international agreements in the streamlining process and if

need be to promulgate standard items/documents.

O Concern over the Navy's reluctance to prepare performance

specifications in view of streamlining policies. Mr. Hoffman acknowledged

that the old way of doing business provided a "security blanket" for the

technical community and is therefore hard to change. We must change this

mindset and provide flexibility and some risk taking in order to make

streamlining work.

o Commercial Components and NDI

U Concern over requirements for standards, technical manuals,

training, etc., including the impact on logistics, quality/maintainability

and standardization, particularly in the area of electronic parts. Mr.

Degan responded that commodity items will always have to be acquired using
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specifications. The DoD will have to take a hard look at quality and

schedule performance of commercial component contractors in order to

maintain the desired acceptability of items. While we are not advocating

restrictive limitations up front, we will continue to look for and expect

quality performance from our potential sources.

Value Engineering (VE)

0 Concern over the application of VE in Government and commercial

contracts and particular with regard to credit incentives when there are

other cost incentives available.. Mr. Frank responded that in the case of

full-scale development contracts credit is given for cost avoidance. He

further stated that incentives for VE would not be covered by the VE

clause. Mr. Frank stressed that the VE program's purpose is to achieve

cost benefits, therefore credits and cost avoidance are not necessarily the

primary goals.

Limiting Competition

0 Concern over the criteria used to determine bidders in the

commercial market place. Mr. Degen replied that qualification criteria are

spelled out in the DoD regulations and that quality and maintainability of

items remains a foremost requirement. He acknowledged that the competition

advocates within the Services view the criteria for competition

differently.

Prototyping

O Concern over when to utilize prototypes and their subsequent

integration into system requirements. Mr. Siewert responded that the

requirement for prototypes or 1st production models is described in DODD

5000.3. He stressed that prototypes consist of more than form, fit and

function and should include attributes similar to the equipment being

developed. He stressed that operational testing must not be replaced

entirely by prototypes as we must ensure survivability of our weaponry in

N live fire environment.
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Automated Data Bases

0 Concern over the interoperability of different data bases and

possible duplication of some of these. Mr. Berry responded that the DoD has

taken a decentralized approach to the automation of the repositories.

Under the Computer Aided Logistics Support initiative, the various Service

data bases will have interoperability due to the development of interchange

standards and documents. The DoD does not believe that duplication is the

case with the repository data bases as there are varying requirements among

the Services.

Acquisition of Data

0 Concern over how far should streamlining go in moving away from a

fully defined data reprocurement package. General panel response was that

common sense must be used in the streamlining arena and should not be

*invoked to the point of degrading overall system requirements.

Recommendations

In view of the excellent participation of the conference's attendee's

(over 200) in this panel session it is recommended that future panels of

this nature be held. The open dialogue and sharing of information that was

achieved by this panel needs to be continued at future conferences to

enhances the acquisition process.
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1986 STANDARDIZATION AND DATA MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE

Summary of Recommendations

Session I/Panel A - "Subsystem/Equipment Standardization" (Part 1)

1-A-I OSD high level management support is needed in the form of strong
and visible standardization advocates for specific programs.

i-A-2 We need to implement hardware standardization on a program by program
basis (i.e., pick a major weapon system program for implementation
of the hardware and not necessarily a given time frame for use of
the standard hardware).

I-A-3 Implementation of standardization needs to be across-the-board,
enforced by an OSD standardization focal point, and reenforced by
program managers and, if they exist, reenforced by equipment
standardization advocates at product acquisition management levels.

1-A-4 Tie standardization initiatives with major weapon system
modernization programs.

I-A-5 Use standardization cost avoidance savings to minimize the impact of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings budget deficit reductions.

I-A-6 Whenever and wherever possible, evaluate the use of non-developmental
items (NDI) for the satisfaction of new operational requirements
before awarding RDT&E and/or production contracts which will lead to
the development of new and unique hardware. Do not reject the use
of the NDI item if cost-effective modifications to the NDI item would
result in satisfactory equipment solutions to the operational
requirement.

Session 1/Panel B - "Competition and Standardization - Natural Partners"

1-B-i DoD must very quickly issue an instruction clarifying such
expressions as "functional," "performance," "commercial," "off-the-
shelf" as applicable to specifications and the products they cover.
Included in this instruction should be information as to what a non-
developmental item (NDI) is and how modifications should be
controlled. Without this information, each service and acquisition
activity will provide their own interpretation, creating a tremendous
amount of confusion and reducing the acquisition process to shambles.

I-B-2 DoD must provide clear definition as to what constitutes a suitable
standard, regardless of the origin of the standard, if the standard
is Lo 'e used as part of the DoD acquisition process. As an example,
it must describe the physical characteristics and dimensions, the
desired performance levels, and how they are to be verified. It
must contain reasonable quality assurance provisions for production
acceptance. The standard must provide a common, consistent set of
requirements to ensure fair and competitive bidding, as well as
assuring a product that meets the requirements of the military

A-I
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* application for which it is intended. It must be acceptable to both
the user and the manufacturer.

1-13-3 The services must be directed to become more active and more
consistent participants in the industry associations responsible for
preparing standards having possible military applications. The
standardization funding for this participation must be identified
early, be adequate and assured to avoid the "stop and go" process
which is the more familiar situation faced today. Without this
continuous, active participation, the military too often finds the
association standards inadequate for their needs, thus delaying their
acceptance. Early collaboration with industry and their associations
is considered essential to any standardization program involved with
the acqutisition process.

1-6-4 Industry associations can assist the acquisition teams by preparing
specifications meeting the requirements specified in recommendation
2 above. Its standards should assure at least two, but preferably
more, sources for the products covered. Various levels should be
incorporated for different military environments. The standards
should include part numbers and drawings for easy identification of
a specific product. The military participants should be assured
voting rights in the standards development. A program should be
(developed to accept industry associations' "qualified" or "approved"
products as part of the acquisition process. A DoD instruction or
letter should be issued covering all of these points as a basis for
the acceptance of the industry standards.

1-B-5 With the increased use of industry standards, a system must be
developed to assure adequate feedback on the performance of the
products covered by industry standards in military applications.

1-3-6 In conjunction with the acceptance of industry standards, information
on nongovernment standards groups (NSGs) now listed in the
standardization manual should be expanded to identify the areas of
interest of each NSG body. MIL-STD-143 (precedence of standards)
should be updated as necessary.

1-3-7 For major standardization programs, DoD should establish working
groups with very clear definition of the particular application and
environment, as well as the framework of their responsibilities and
the timetable for completion. The working groups should be broken
down into smaller task groups sized as necessary to address portions
of the overall problem. The total life cycle competition strategy
(TU.CS) covered under Army AR70-1 would be a good model for the
program. It involves defining early and specific needs, system
planning, detailed analysis of technical data, data rights, dual
sourcing and planning of the acquisition method. It does not mean
that everything must be competed, nor does it mean that all data and
data ri-jhts must be acquired, only those which are absolutely
ossentii . It does mean early specific planning, maximum feasible
competition and buying what is needed. Industry representation arnd
the competition advocate must be involved early on in the program
and in each phase where their expertise would be helpful.

A- 2
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1-B-8 The various acquisition techniques, each of which is different, need
to be simplified and clarified as to which may be properly used under
what set of circumstances. These should be issued in the form of
guidelines for the technical personnel who are rarely experts in
procurement regulations.

Session 2/Panel A - "Program Management Tools for Ensuring the Adequacy

of Technical Manuals/Orders"

2-A-1 Early turn on of the analysis process.

2-A-2 Set aside of hardware by program managers from delivered assets for
the validation effort.

2-A-3 Improved contracting methods.

2-A-4 Expanded user participation in the TM review pro.ess.

Session 2/Panel B - "Quality Management - Do We Need a National System?"

2-B-i Develop guidelines for evolving a National Quality Management System.

2-B-2 Identify key personnel/organizations which must be included.

2-B-3 Identify the umbrella organization.

2-B-4 Identify a realistic timetable for a transition period.

Session 3/Panel A - "Documenting Standardization Payoffs"

3-A-i Expand the case study approach. Each service and DLA should compile
their own booklet of case studies and distribute it widely.

3-A-2 Prepare a guide (not a mil-std) on calculating and presenting
standardization costs and benefits.

3-A-3 Acquire and keep current basic cost factors, e.g. preparing
documentation, entering an item into inventory, etc.

3-A-4 Develop, by consensus, evaluation criteria to assess standards

development projects.

3-A-5 Strengthen DoD assessment of program compliance with DSSP objectives.

3-A-6 Include standardization savings, and cost avoidance in Government
awards programs - suggestion, value engineering and other recognition
programs.

3-A-7 Establish incentive measures that enable contractors to share in
some of the monetary savings from standardization, or be penalized
for ineffective standardization efforts.

3-A-8 Prepare a clear overview document, or schema, which defines the
overall defense stdndardization system showing the interrelationship
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of parts and equipment standardization and other major elements
including item reductions and project implementation.

3-A-9 Define and implement criteria to be used in determining if new
standardization projects are to be authorized. Recognize special
requirements in high tech areas. Provide guidance on projects to
develop interfaces or standard protocols versus conventional parts
or equipment standards.

3-A-10 Provide enabling authorization so that standardization project
managers can call upon expertise wherever it may be within DoD.

3-A-1l Establish a feedback mechanism that advises PAs if their standards
are actually used and the types of applications.

3-A-i2 PAs need to establish closer links with users to (a) coordinate
requirements prior to development of the first draft, and (b) to get

feedackafte7imlementation. These requirements may need to be
incorporated in 4120.3-M.

3-A-13 Establish training courses in implementing standardization for
Government contracting personnel and program managers. Make
successful completion of such a course a prerequisite for advancement
or particular grade levels.

3-A-14 Establish a Standardization Advocate either at DoD or within each
service and DLA.

3-A-15 Develop an American National Standard for coding and
classification/group technology to enable contractors and DoD to
simplify the search for like parts and to avoid duplicating the
classification process when items are broken out or subcontracted.

3-A-16 Apply group technology in small quantity procurements so that RFQs
can be of sufficient size to attract competition and benefit from
economies of scale.

3-A-li Enhance assignees' authority to police projects for standardization
implementation.

3-A4-18 Further promote the necessity of having fully descriptive technical
data packages in order to acquire and support effective item
standardization action.

3-A-19 Require inventory control points to report quarterly on the portion
(%) of their dollar expenditure that is not covered by fully
definitive documentation.

3-A-20 Provide visibility and attention to item reduction and quantify the
benefits derived.

3-A-21 Use existing standardization tools more effectively and make the
standards community aware of how they can be applied to provide
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payoffs on projects and in the supply system. These tools include

FIIGS, item identification, item entry control, and P/N systems.

Session 3/Panel B - "ADCoP - Beyond T-Shirts and Worcestershire Sauce"

3-B-i Top management must be directly involved in a commercial product
procurement program. This should include:

o the issuance of policy statements clearly emphasizing
management's desire to buy or consider commercial products in all
procurements;

o the establishment of specific commercial product procurement
goals at the organizational level with personal follow-up by top
level management;

o the emphasis through speeches, seminars, training, and media
contacts of the importance of a functioning commercial product
procurement program;

o the recognition and reward of procurement personnel who
effectively use commercial product procurement to meet DoD needs;

o frequent dialogue between program managers, procurement
personnel, technical personnel and industry executives; and

o the establishment of a program to review regularly specifications
and standards to determine if they adequately reflect the current
procurement environment.

3-8-2 DoD should circulate draft requirements and draft RFPs to all
potential bidders as early as possible in order to solicit comments
and ideas and to detect potential impediments to successful ind
competitive procurement. This process will help as3ure that DoD
obtains information on commercially available products that can
adequately meet the needs of the user and increase competition.

3-8-3 DoD should review existing procurement regulations and guidelines
with the goal of eliminating those that impede or prevent the
effective use of commercial product procurement.

3-B-4 DoD should have the flexibility to reprogram procurement resources
in order to evaluate commercial product availability and Jevelop
appropriate solicitations and Commercial Item Desriptions.

3-B-5 DoD should make greater use of multi-year contracting procedures.

3-B-6 DoD should increase the use of and reliance on non-Government
standards.

3-B-7 DoD should make greater use of the Multiple Award chedule for small
quantity purchases of commercial products.
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Session 4/Panel A - "Subsystem/Equipment Standardization" (Part 2)

See Session I/Panel A Recommendations

Session 4/Panel B - "Integrating the Team"

4-B-1 In view of the excellent participation of the conference's attendees
(over 200) in this panel session, it is recommended that future
panels of this nature be held. The open dialogue and sharing of
information that was achieved by this panel needs to be continued at
future conferences to enhance the acquisition process.
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Army Army

Ja~nie! F'. Gvimu %
General ElectriC Co., David S. Grishop, COL, USA
Military Electronic Sys.tems Opeatio Cdr, U.S. Army Avionics R & D Activi
P.O. Box 4840. CSP #5 -T2 SAVAA-D
Syracuse NY 13221- Ft. Monmouth NJ 07703-5401
(315) 456-1238 ET (201) 544-2922 ET 995-2922
AIA Army

Edward E. Groff
Defense Logistics Agency Frank J. Grosso, LTC, USAF
Cameron Station HQ USAF/RDPV
DLA-SCC (E. Groff) AF/RDPV Pentagon
Alexandria VA 22304-6100 Uashington DC 20330-5040
(202) 274-7241 ET 284-7241 (202) 697-7715 ET 227-7715
DLA Air Force

Uilliain E. Hall, LCDR, USN John Hamburg, CAPT, USAF
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Comm Arnold Engineering Development Cente
Contracts Directorate AEDC/SEQ
ATTN: SPAWAR 12X CAPT Hamburg
Uashington DC 20363-5100 Arnold AFB TN 37389-5000
(202) 692-6043 ET 222-6043 (615) 454-1240 ET 340-3598
Navy Air Force

Charles T. Hamlin Michael D. Hansen
HQ AFLC/QA Naval Undersea Uarfare Engrg Station
HQ Air Force Logistics Command Code 75516
Mr-. Hamlin Tech Manual Dept. Chief
UPAFB OH 45433 Keyport WA 98345-0580
(513) 257-2229 ET 787-2229 (206) 396-6927 ET 744-6927
Air Forre B-13 Navy



ia lklolan; Gerald U. Hargis
AMP Inc. National Security Agency
939 East Park Drive M.S.210-20 R23
I1-zri!3burg PA 17105 Fort Meade MD 20775-61}00

,l' ) S61-620i ET (301) 859-4818 ET . 235-0111

L A NSA

An L. Harman Tharon T. Harrison
-A A oa Syt'tems Command US Army Missile Command

:' A %'13 ATTN: ANSMI-RD-SE-TD-DM
'ishingtori DC 2U362-5101 Redstone Ara. AL 35898-
1202) 692-0160 ET 222-0160 (205) 876-9991 ET 746-9991
Aavy Army

Layne L. Heard, COL
HQ Defense Logistics Agency John M. Heavey
Cameron Station Belvoir RD&E Center
DLA-OR STRBE-FES
Alexandria VA 22304-6100 Fort Belvoir VA 22060-
(202) 274-7658 ET 284-7658 (703) 664-3433 ET 354-3433
DLA Army

David It. Herachander
"onnie Henry Analytic Services, Inc.
ASD/ENES 1215 Jefferson Davis Hwy, Suite 800
CODE 11 Support Systems Division
!JPAFB OH 45433-6503 Arlington VA 22202-
(513) 255-6295 ET 785-6295 (703) 685-3179 ET
Air Force

William S. Hettinger Hr. Hewitt
Grumman Corp Defense Personnel Support Center
loon Wilson Blvd. 2800 S. 20th Street
Suite 2100 Directorate of Nedical Materiel
Arlington VA 27209- ATTN: DPSC-AV
(703) 276-4942 ET Philadelphia PA 19101-8419
AIA (215) 952-4350 ET 444-4350

DLA

Darrell L. Hill
James Heydenreich DESC
S(NALYSTS INC 1507 Uilmington Pk
7JC, Parkway North DESC - EQN(D. Hill)
Waterford CN 06333- Dayton OH 45444-
(203) 442-4355 ET (513) 296-6355 ET 986-6355

Army B-14 DLA



Ray1on1d T. Hizie. Ronald E. Hinkle, Maj, USAF
tLectu',raic .'uppUo t Diviaiuzi ASD/B1

2750 AD1J/ESA UPAFB OH 45433-6503
Gentile AFB OH 45444-2500 (513) 255-6894 ET 785-6894
(513) 296-5570 ET 986-5570 Air Force
Air Force

Joh,-I E. Holvout
Army Materiel Command Marvin D. Hovley
At.,i. AMCPD-SE Space and Naval Warfare Systems Comm
5(01 Eisenhower Ave ATTN: PD 612
Alexandria VA 22333-0001 Uashington DC 20363-5100
(70. ) 274-6699 ET 284-6699 (202) 433-2994 ET 228-2994
Ar,,¥ Navy

Paula J. Howard Robert Howard
Naval Air Systems Command HQ Air Force Logistics Command
AIR-51122 AFLC-NMLIC
tashinktu11 DC 20361-5110 UPAFB OH 45433-5000
(202) 746-1149 ET 286-1149 (513) 257-3314 ET 787-3314
Navy Air Force

Edward G. Huber Arthur C. Hudson
System and Applied Sciences Corp. Defense Electronics Supply Center
1020 Uoodman Drive Electronic Engineer Assignee Activit
Suite 200 DESC-ESS
Dayton OH 45432- 1507 Wilmington Pike
(513) 254-8408 ET Dayton OH 45444-5276

(513) 296-6093 ET 986-6093
DLA

Erik A. Hutchins, CAPT, USAF
Charlotte E. Hunter, CAPT, USAF ESD/SCM
AFEWC/CBC Erik A. Hutchins, 2LT, USAF
Air Force Electronic Warfare Center Hanscom AFB
San Antonio TX 78243-5000 Bedford MA 01731-
(512) 925-2413 ET 945-2413 (617) 271-6178 ET 478-5980
Air Force Air Force

Charles L. Hyland William D. Jascomb
Raytheon Company Lockheed - Georgia
141 Spiin tr'eet D/72-33 Zone 342
40 2-4/MH. C.L. Hylind 86 South Cobb Drive
Lexington MA 02173- Marietta GA 30063-
(617) 860-2858 ET (404) 424-2625 ET
AIA B-15 AIA



Carla E. Jenkins Schal ene Je,,,inAiL
iDefenise Products Standards Office Ziff-Davis Technical Information Co.

5203 Leesbuz- Pike 13271 Nozthetid SL.
Falls Church VA 22041-3466 Oak Park I1 48237
(703) 756-234 A ET 289-2343 (313) 546-6706 ET
OSD ********

Roger K. Joe
Standardization & Specifications/ARD Larry E. Johnson, COL
FESUG Department of Ndtiornal Deferise

U.S. Army Armament RD&E Center National Defense Headquarters
SdCAR-ESC-AS Ottowa, Ontario CN K1AOK2
Dover. NJ 07801-5001 (613) 996-3909 ET
(201) 724-6673 ET 880-6673 Canada
Army

Neil U. Johnstone, MAJ
National Defense Headquarters Miriam S. Jones
Anti-Armour Light Armoured Vehicles UR-ALC-MMMR
Natiosial DeLetie HeadquaL-ters Robins AFB GA 31098-5609
Ottowa, Ontario CN K1AOK2 (912) 926-2297 ET 468-2297
(613) 995-2794 ET Air Force
Canada

Jack H. Karian V. Herbert Kaufman
American National Standards Institut SAE
1430 Broadway 400 Commonwealth Drive
New York NY 10018-- Warrendale PA 15096-
ANSI SAE

Robert F. Keefer Donald B. Keidan
US Army Tank-Automotive Command Space and Naval Warfare Systems Comm
AMSTA-GD (R.F. Keefer) ATTN: SPAVAR 8134
Warren I1 48397-5000 Washington DC 20363-5100
(313) 574-5880 ET 786-5880 (202) 692-7227 ET 222-7227
Army Navy

Esther K. Keller
Spdce Division Raymond A. Kelly
P.O. Box 92960, Uutld Way Postal Cen Office of Competition Advocate Gener
ALA Pentagon, Room 2E543
Los Angeles CA 90009--2960 Washington DC 20310-
( ) 643-0831 ET 833-0831 (202) 694-9004 224-9004
Air Force B-16 Army



Julia B. Keyes John M. Kinn
RIuvuiz RD&E Ceiitez Electronic Industries Association
Fort Belvuir VA 22U60-b606 2001 Eye Street, NU
(703) 664-5342 ET 154 5342 Uashignton DC 20006-
Army (202) 457-4961 ET

EIA

Emanuel Kintisch endy Kirby
American DeLenje Preparedness Assn. Hogan & Hartson
1700 N. Moore St. 815 Conn. Ave. NU
Ar litbLotn VA 22209- Uashington DC 20006-
ADPA (202) 331-2645 ET

Carole Jean Kopala, MAJ, USAF John N. Koper
HQ USAF/RDXM Naval Air Systems Command
12817 Prestwick Drive AIR-51122
Fort Ulashingtori MD 20744- Uashington DC 20361-5110
(301) 697-6093 ET 227-6093 (202) 746-1145 ET 286-1145
Air Force Navy

Nicolas Kozin Nat Kronstadt

Civil Engineer Support Office(NAVFAC NKA Incorporated

Naval Construction Battalion Center 8905 Fairview Road
Port Hueneme CA 93043-5000 Silver Spring ND 20910-
(805) 982-5301 ET 360-5301
Navy

Robert B. Kuhnen Ronald A. Kunihiro
Aeronautical Systems Division (ENES) Defense Product Standards Office
Code 11 5203 Leesburg Pike
WPAFB OH 45433-6503 Falls Church VA 22041-3466
(513) 255-6291 ET 785-6291 (703) 756-2343 ET 289-2343
Air Force OSD

Ayako 0. Kurihara Thomas N. Kurihara
Dynamic Systems Inc U.S. Department of Transportation
12030 Sunrise Valley Di., Suite 400 400-7th Street SU
Fiber Optic Pro& Of:, 56ZC, NAVSEA OST/N-30
Reston VA 22180- Uashington DC 20590-
(703) 476-1660 ET (202) 755-1771 ET**'*'** -17 ########]

B- 17



UaIkeI A. L aL'II CL John A. Laor-o
GEC Avioziic: LTD Space Divisioi
'O Box 1581 P.O. Box 92960
Sprticfild VA 22151 Los Arigele6 CA 90009-2960
(703) 323-8933 ET (213) 643-1966 ET . 33-1966

Air- Force

Robert J. Lauer Thomas Lavinka
Allied Bendix Integrity Defense General SUpply Center
i0OC Uilson Blvd DGSC-SSN
tArlington VA 22015- Richmond VA 23297-5000
5tA (804) 275-4323 ET 695-4323

DLA

Fred R. Lawson Uillie A. Lawson
Defense Logistics Agenicy Light Helicopter Family Project Mgr.
Cameron Station 4800 Goodfellow BLvd.
DLA-SE AMC P-LHC (LTC Lawson)
Alexandria VA 22314- St. Louis NO 63120-1798
(202) 274-6775 ET 284-6775 (314) 263-1890 ET 693-1890
DLA Army

Clifford R. Lederer
Naval Construction Battalion Center Randall U. Lemond
Civil Engineer Support Office Information Handling Systems
ATTN: Code 1564 15 Inverness Way East
Port Hueneme CA 93043-5000 Englewood CO 80150-
(805) 982-5301 ET 360-5301 (800) 525-7052 ET
Navy

Raymond J. Leopold, LTC, USAF Eli Lesser
ESD/SCM OASD(A&L)IP&Q
ESD/SCM Pentagon, Room 2A318
Hanscom AFB MA 01731 Uashington DC 20301-
617-271-6022 478-5980 (202)695-7915 225-7915
Air Force OSD

James B. Lincoln, COL, USA
US Army Missile Command Roger L. Lively
TOU Project Office HQ USHC
ATTN: AMCPM-TO LNA-1/R. Lively
Redstone Ars. AL 35898-5710 Uashington DC 20380-
(205) 876-7194 ET 746-7194 (202) 694-1997 ET 224-1997

Army B-IB UStiC



RaymIond J . Lobmeytcr Johni Locke
Society of Automotive Etigirzeers American Assoc for Lab Accreditation
IZ8383 Anaborough Ave 656 Quince Orchard Road #704
Hudsoza IA 50643- Gaithersburg MID 20878
!;A E 301-670-1377

AA LA

Mr. Lombardi
Defense Personnel Support Center

Ualtcr Lucke,RADI,USN(Ret.) 2800 S. 20th Street
40r," Ridg.eview Circle ATTN: DPSC-STC
A-. ijt~on VA 22207- Philadelphia PA 19101-8419

(215) 952-4436 ET .444-4436

DLA

Andrew D. Loundermon, COLUSAF
David MI. Longinotti Department of the Air Force
OASD/C3I (T2C3) Air Force Standardization Office
Room 3D174, Pentagon AF/RDX (DEPSO)
Washington DC 20301- Pentagon
(202) 695-2653 ET W ashington DC 20330-4050
OSD (202) 697-3040 ET 227-3040

Air Force

Stephen C. Lowell
Maribeth Love Defense Standardization Program Offi
Office of tile Suv-geon Geneval Suite 1403
DASC/HCL 5203 Leesburg Pike
Washington DC 20310- Falls Church VA 22041-3466
(202) 697-8286 ET 227-8286 (703) 756-2340 ET . 289-2340
Army OSD

Dominic E. Luppino
Frank A. Lukasi k Natick Research & Development Center
HQ Air Force Systems Command Engineering Programs Management Dir
HQ AFSC/JAT STRNC-ES
Andrews AFB IID 20334- Natick MA 01760-5014
(301) 981-5372 ET . 858-5372 (617) 651-5221 ET . 256-5221
Air- Force Army

* Jack W. Lynch
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment C David C. Lynch, COL, USAF
DI PEC-SS ASD/AX,Deputy for Avionics Control
Airwaya Blvd UPAFB OH 45433-6503
M~emphis TN 381l4-SZ9/ (513) 255-2734 ET . 785-2734
(901) 775-628 ET . 683-6228 Air Force
PLA B-i19



Anne L. Lyuznu
Civil Engineer Suppurt Office (NAVFA Mauro J. Malt, tliatl
Naval Conistructiuu B ttl ion Center Arusp.tce lndu:;t.i s A~soc iation
Code 1562V 1725 DeSals St:'eet., NU
Port Hueneme CA 93043 5U0 UashintonA DC 20036-
(805) 982-5301 ET 360-5301 (202) 429-4688 ET
Navy AIA

Martin P. Mannion
Defense Personnel Support Center Thomas E. Mansperger, COL
2800 S. 20Lh Street OASD(A&L) SDN
ATTN: DPSC-ATT Room 2A318, Pentagon
Philadelphia tA.19101-8419 Uashington DC 20301
(215) 952-2110 ET 444-2118 (202) 692-7915 ET 225-7915
DLA OSD

Richard V. Marbais
Peter Ma'avelias, MAJUSAF Defense Electronics Supply Center
Electronic Systems Division Dir of Engineering StandardizationD
ESD/OCX ENT/R. Marbais
Hanscom AFB MA 01731- Dayton OH 45444-5284
(617) 377-6015 ET 478-6015 (513) 296-5391 ET 986-5391
Air Force . DLA

Arch H. McCulloch, Jr. Ralph E. McCullough
Hughes Aircraft Company Texas InstrumentsInc.
8433 Fallbrook Ave Box 655012
Bldg 261, H.S. N-53 Dallas TX 75265-
Canoga Park CA 91304-0445 (214) 995-3931 ET
AIA EIA

William J. McDowell Neil McEachren
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Bureau Eastman Kodak
Purchases Government Service Division

*414 North Office Building 1300 N. 17th Street
Harrisburg PA 17125- Alexandria VA 22209-
(717) 787-8028 ET .(703) 558-3735 ET

Mary C. McKiel
James McGinn General Services Administration
Naval Air Systems Command Federal Supply Service
Code 5112 Crystal Hall No. 4, Room 709
Washington DC 22061 5112 FCM
(202) 746-1138 286-1138 Washington DC 20406-
NAVY (703) 557-1930 ET

B-20 GSA



Keriieth K. McLain
Rex D. McKinnon Defense Construction Supply Center
tIQ AF Cojinmuni,:aLiozin Comntid PO Box 3990
HU AF(c/XPDS DCSC-S
Scott AFB IL 62225-6001 Columbus OH 43216-5000
(618) 256-2736 ET 576--2736 (614) 238-3251 ET 850-3251
Ai Force DLA

Loren R. Melton
Naval Sea Data Support Activity Susie Mendiola
Commanding Officer-, Naval Ship Weapo San Antonio Air Logistics Center
System Engineering Station ATTN: MMMRF
(NSDSA) Code 5H30/Loren Melton Kelly AFB TX 78241-

A, Port Hueiie e CA 93043-5007 (512) 925-6635 ET 945-6635
(805) 982-4779 ET 360-4779 Air Force
Navy

Uilliam I. Merrill
Project Manger--flobile Electric Powe Albert i. Miles
Technical Management Division VSE Corporation
ATTN: AMCPM-MEP-T 2550 Huntington Ave.
7500 Backlick Road, Bldg. 2089 Alexandria VA 22303-
Springfield VA 22150-3107 (703) 960-4600 ET
(703) 664-2057 ET 354-2057
Army

George F. Miller Hugh A. Miller
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Comm Naval Ordnance Station
ATTN: PHIW 175A 5241
Washington DC 20363-5100 Indian Head MD 20640-
(202) 692-3626 ET 222-3626 (301) 364-4250 ET 364-4250
Navy Navy

aJudith M. Miller
Field Command Thomas B. Miller, MAJ, USAF
Defense Nuclear Command Dep Asat Secretary of the Air Force(
FSL-ICS SAF/ALG, Pentagon
Kirtland AFB NH 87115-5000 Vashington DC 20330-1000
(505) 844-0301 ET 244-0301 (202) 695-7984 ET 225-7984
DNA Air Force

Lawrence C. Milligan
Defense Electronics Supply Center Gerald P. Minnich
DESC-EPB (Mr. Milligan) Ships Parts Control Center
1507 Uilmington Pike Code 056X
Dayton OH 45444- Mechanicsburg PA 17055-0788
(513) 296-5445 ET 986-5445 (717) 790-6057 ET 430-6057
DLA B-21 Navy



Donald R. Mitchell John A. fittino
DirectuiaLe of Technical PLograms Dep Asst Sec Def (Production Support
El ect i unliCL I lidutii ±eL; ALUit ionl Pentaguzi
Uaishiituti DC 20006- Uashington DC 20301-
(202) 457-4970 ET (202) 697-8177 ET 227-8177
EIA OSD

John G. Mohn, CDR, USN
Cameron Mixon Director NMPC
VSE Curpuration (Reverse EzIg Center ADP Resources Management Office
2550 Huntington Ave Navy Military Personnel Command
Alexandria VA 22303- ATTN: Code N16R
(7U3) 461-UZ(JO ET Uashington DC ZU37U-

(202) 694-1838 ET 224-1838
Navy

John Moriar-ty Kenneth N. Morris
VSE Coup Fleet Analysis Center, Corona Annex
2550 Huntington Ave Corona CA 91620-
Alexandria VA 22303- (714) 736-5321 ET 933-5321
(703) 960-4600 ET 609 Navy

Charles S. Mote, LTC, USAF
_ Department of the Air Force Van G. Mozingo

Air Force Standardization Office Newport News Shipbuilding
AF/RDXM (DEPSO) 4101 Vashington Avenue
Pentagon Newport News VA 23607-
Uashington DC 20330-4050 (804) 380-2248 ET
(202) 697-3040 ET 227-3040
Air Force

Claudette E. Murphy Richard L. Murphy, CAPT, USN
Naval Sea Systems Command Space and Naval Warfare Systems Com
DoD Stdzn Pro& and Documents Divisio System Integration Division
SEA 55Z3 ATTN: PMU-159-5
Uashington DC 20362-5101 Uashington DC 20363-5100
(202) 692-0161 ET 222-0161 (202) 746-1788 ET 228-1788
Navy Navy

Joseph P. Nurray, MAJ, USA Anthony Nusco
U.S. Army Ordnance Center & School VSE
ATSL-CD-PN 2550 Huntington Ave.
AberdeenProv Cd ND 21005-5201 Alexandria VA 22303-1499
(301) 278-4139 ET 298-4139 (703) 960-4900 ET
Army B-22

S.N



JeLLy A. N.AbUL
US Army Missilf, Commarnl Lorene Nalley
Standai di;:t Lion Groupl AD/ALX
ATTN: ANSNI-RD "E-TD-ST Eglin AFB FL 32542-5000
Redstoxie Aro. AL 35(98 5276 (904) 882-5801 ET 872-5801
(205) 876-1335 ET 746-1335 Air Force
Army

Louis Ner.i
Naval Air Engineering Center John F. Newton
Systems Engineeving & Stdzn Dept Naval Air Systems Command
Code 9313/L. Neri AIR-1192G
I.,akehui:-t NJ 0R73 5100 Washington DC 20361-1190
(201) 323-2168 ET 624-2168 (202) 692-7485 ET 222-7485
Navy Navy

Joseph Nimas E.J. Nucci
Naval Ait Enrtin, eerin& Center Director of Technical Programs
Systems Engineer'ing & Stdzn Dept Electronic Industries Assoc.
Code 9322/Jou Nimas 2001 Eye St. N.V.
Lakehurst NJ 08733- Washington DC 20006-
(201) 323--7480 ET 624-7480 (202) 457-4965 ET
Navy EIA

Thomas J. Nycz Hugh O'Brien
USA Comm-Elec. Cmd & Ft otimouth Naval Supply Systems Command
Production & Systems Management Dir Supply Systems Analyst
AMSEL-ED-TO Sup 0323
Ft Monmouth NJ 07703-5016 Washington DC 20376-5000
(201) 532-5891 ET 992-5891 (703) 695-6570 ET 225-6570
Army Navy

Thomas D. O'Donnell
Group Technology Consultants Elizabeth A. O'Shea
Principal Consultant Air Force Armament Laboratory
76 Douglas AFATL/DLXB
Pearl River NY 10965-1904 Eglin AFB FL 32542-5000
(914) 735-8826 ET - (904) 882-4629 ET 872-4629

Air Force

Edwin R. Offer, COL, USAF
Peter U. Odgers, MAJ GEN USAF Defense Logistics Agency
Prog.am Director, B-i (ASD) Cameron Station
ASD/B1 DLA-QL
UPAFB OH 45433-6503 Alexandria VA 22304-6100
(513) 255-3281 ET 785-3281 (202) 274-4127 ET 284-4,127
Air Force DLA

B-23



V c L J ,AL A

USA Labcomn Harry Diudmunuti I .0'titot i Robert 01 lw.i I er
X. 200 Puwdei Miii I&.~* Johii Fluke MFG. Co. Inc.

. LC11D IT EA 564U Fish6is Lane
r11 20783 II'9/ Ruckville MD 20852
(301) 394-2633 ET 290 2613
Army

James A. Olson, LTC, USA Allen J. Osborne
HQ JESTCOM Defense General Supply Center
APOP-WC (LTC Olson) DGSC-SS
Fort Shaitei 11" 9688 5100 Richmond VA 23297-5000
(808) 438-1122 ET 438-1122 (804) 275-3330 ET 695-3330
Army DLA

Ro , L. Ovetbeck Robert M. Packard
Rockwell International Uestinghouse Electric Corp
Collins Government Avionics Division Defense & Elect. Systems
MS 124-315 PO Box 1693
400 Collins Road, NE MS 5810
Cedar Rapids IA 52498- Baltimore MD 21203-
(319) 395-1966 ET (301) 765-2596 ET
AIA NSIA

Joseph G. Papapietro, LTC, USA
US Army Tank-Automotive Command Carolyn D. Parker
ATTN: AMCPM-M9 Naval Training Systems Center
6501 E. 11 Mile Road Code 424
W arren MI 48397-5000 Orlando FL 32813-7100
(313) 574-6635 ET 786-6635 (305) 646-5187 ET 791-5187
Army Navy

Frank C. Partin Kenneth C. Pearson
John Fluke Manufacturing Co.,Inc. ASTM STAFF
PO Box C9090 1916 Race Street
Everett UA 98206- Philadelphia PA 19103-
(206) 356-5292 ET - (215) 299-5520 ET

ASTM

David D. Perkins Paul K. Petersdorf, COL USAF
Sija.e and Naval WALL Aie Syateins Cumm Ballistic Missile Otfice
Washiti tux, DC 20363-5101 BMO/NGL
(202) 692-3535 ET 222-3535 Norton AFB CA 92409-
Navy (714) 382-6617 ET 876-6617

B-24 Air Force



Jd1BuLi H. Vhillii)s Anthony J. Pizzo
Defense Construction Supply Center Naval Air Engineering Center

DCSC-ST System Engineering & Stdzn Dept
3990 E. BL-oad StLket Code 9322
Columbus OH 43216-5000 Lakehurst NJ 08733-5100
(614) 238-3869 ET 850-3869 (201) 323-2970 ET 624-2970
DLA Navy

Leo N. Planakis Stuart Platt, RADI, USN
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Comm Competition Advocate General
Reliability/MLaititAinability Branch Department of Navy
ATTN: SPAUAR 003-411 OASN(S&L)
Washington DC 20363- Washington DC 20360-5100
(202) 692-7526 ET 222-7526 (202) 692-3202 ET 222-3202

Navy Navy

Robert E. Poovey
US Army Missile Command Colleen A. Preston
Logistics Maniagement Counsel, House Armed Services Commit
ATTN: AMSMI-LC-LS 2339 Rayburn
Redstone Ars. AL 35898-5232 Washington DC 20515-
(205) 876-6898 ET 746-6898 (202) 225-4223 ET
Army CONGRESS

MAJ. Quaderer
Peter N. Puerling, CAPT, USN Department of the Air Force
Naval Sea Systems Command Air Force Departmental Stdzn Office
Code 54 AF/RDXM(DEPSO)
Uashington DC 20361-5000 Pentagon
(202) 692-3295 ET 222-3295 Washington DC 20330-4050
Navy (202) 697-3040 ET 227-3040

Air Force

T Norman Raditz Reed A. Rankin
Naval Air Engineering Center SA-ALC/PMC
Code 932 Dir of Contracting and Manufacturin
Lakehurst NJ 08733- Kelly AFB TX 78241-5000
(201) 323-7488 ET 624-7488 (512) 925-6506 ET 945-6506
Navy Air Force

John T. Regan Thomas J. Reilly

U.S. Army Natick RD&E Center Army Materials Technology Laborato
Tech Data Package Div, Eng Pro& Ngt Engineering Stdzn Division
STRNC-ES SLCNT-MSR-ES
Natick MA 01760-5014 Watertown NA 02172-0001
(617) 651-5225 ET . 256-5225 (617) 923-5567 ET 955-5567
Army B-25 Army



Jai' )~L. kichardsorh AR IN(* ke:;ar'ch Corporation

4181)~ W,itillilwaty IPtj :;[:P/ASAG
Iuilatict VA 202t. Auizapuli±. MID 2141-
(703) 68Ul-16'32 ET .(301) 266-4000 ET
*tat * ****6A * * ** * A* * *

Thi:d . J. kid~.al Nyle N. Riegle
Dvteok-.te Product Stanzda.rd:; Office Naval Ueajont. Support Center
5203 Leetsburbj ['like Code D3, Bldg 1
Fall. C11uLci. VA 22041 -3466 Crane IN 47522--5000

(7~' 3''~~::r 9 3 (812) 854--3667 El . 482-3667
OS D Navy

NuLrrn C. Ristaino
Btullali C. ~tk' LTC, USAF Natick Research & Developmenit Centei
AFSC/ASL)/i3IB SPO Kansas Street
ASD/B! (.* STRNC- EfS
UPAFB 0il 4543 --6503 Natick MA 01760-5014
(513) 255-3367 ElT 785-3367 (617) 651-4084 ET 256-4084
Air FOrce Army

Sandra S. Rittenhouse William T. Robinson, LTC, USAF
DeE ezue 5y:.;LemL;. Ilatiaiument College ASD-AFALC/AXAE
ATTN: DRI-R Deputy for Avionics Control
Ft. Belvoir VA 22060- UPAFB OH 45433-6503
(703) 664-5783 ET 354-5783 (513) 255-5385 ET 785-5385
OSD Air Force

Richard J. RodeMe' Lee E. Rogers, P.E.
Naval Publications and Forms Center Defense Standardization Program Of Li
5801 labor Ave 5203 Leesburg Pike
Code 1032 Suite 1403
Philadelphia PA 19120- Falls Church VA 22041-3466
(215) 697-2658 ET . 442-2658 (703) 756-2340 ET 289-2340
Navy OS 0

Carl M1. Roman
Union Carbide Lynwood Root
Director of Quality Belvoir RD&E Center
P0 Box 5928 STRBE-FII
Greenville SC 29606 Fort Belvoir VA 22060-5606
(803) 963-6533 ET (703) 664-5731 ET 354-5731
EJA Ar my

B- 26



Buvi~s Ro:3eu .1ohri H. Rueliit, PAPD , IISN
RCA COI 1, Cdr , Def eze P,!is"ouxrae Support Cont e
Bid&; 10)-2-~ 2-100 S. 201L~i Street
C..UIdI'1at NJ'"' Phi ladel1phia PA 19101-8~419
(609) 338 2404 FT 444-2 300
EIA DLA

Liza H. Ruiz
John K. Ruff Navy Petroleum Office
Nctval "a Sy:;ttin:, Cutumazad ATTN. Code 45
CEL-MS~C Cameron Station
Uashinratui D' 21',/,,' Alexandria VA 22304--6180
(20Z) 69Z-67810 ET Z 22--6789 (202) 274-7485 ET. 284-7485
Navy Navy

Ai-thur Ruluja Andrew G. Salem
USA fMateLiel Rtaditv;L Support Activ Mianager. Technical Division. SAE
Chief Tvu'-hiiical Publications SAE (Society of Automotive Engineers
Attni: AIIXID-MP 400 Commonwealth Drive
Lexington KY 40511i5101 Warrendale PA 15096-
(606j 293-3415 ET . 745-3415 (412) 776-4841 ET
Army SAE

Chart:. G. Sandei-L Gregory E. Saunders
Space & N.Aval Warfare Systems Comman Defense Standardization Program Offi
ATTN: SPAUAR 003'-IT 5203 Leesburg Pike, Suite 1403
Washington DC 20363-5100 Falls Church VA 22041-3466
(202) 692--3468 ET . 222-3468 (703) 756-2340 ET 289-2340
Navy OSD

Otto J. Schultz
Robert E. Schafrik JTC3A, Chief Washington Field Activi
HQ AFSC/SDTS JTC3A, Washington Facility
Andrews AFB DC 20334- C3A-LJA (OASD C3T-ASC)
(301) 981-5171 ET . 858-5171 ljashington DC 20301-3160
Ait ForCe (202) 697-6559 ET . 227-6559

OSD

Rodger W. Seeman
Donna G. SchwArtz Corps of Engineers
AJIC Pk,6, StuLage, & C011tAinvi- Center Pulaski Building, 20 Massachusetts A
ArTN: _SD.TO TE ' DAEN-ECE-S
Tobylianna PA 18466-6097 Washington DC 20314-1000
(717) 894-7115 ET . 795-7115 (202) 272-1185 ET
Armyfl B-27 Army



JameL; D. Se l,: :! , MAJ, IAF." .!.,d !. Zahack,:Ifurd,CPT,USAF
:P 0'.. I '1 j*.. %_ A."UL A.;D/0UL -B~A

A AD/YSr P.O. Tux 71371
UPAFi 011 45421 F:' Uorth TX 76101-0371
(513) 255 7486 ET 73', 7486 (817) 763 4892 ET 838-5892
Air FoL ce Ai Force

G,-±ot ,- R. Shltxf- ]::,tdore Shapiro
Nav.al Co _t; wcLi n Ba ,al ior ( .zritf.t Harry Diamond Laboratorie!,
Civil Ez&niin.ei Suppoitt. Office 2800 Powder Hill Ruad
ATTN: Code 156 SLCHD- IT-EA
Put-t Huctqme CA 9;31C14 5p . Adelphi HD 20783-1197
(805) 98Z-530u1 ElT. 360-5j31 (202) 394-2633 ET 290-2633
Nav y At my

GroveL" H. Shelton
Cdv, USA Test and Evaluation Command Stanley N. Siegel
Methoduloiuy Impiovementt Div Aerospace Industries Association
AMSTE-TC-M 1725 DeSales Street N.tJ.
Abe'dee,, PvovGd HD 21005-5055 Uashington DC 20036-
(301) 278-3677 ET 298-3677 (202) 429-4621 ET
At-my AIA

Jack M. Siegel Ray Siewert
USA Natick Renearch & Development Ce Director, Military Systems Technolog
STRNC-U OUSDRE
USA NRDEC The Pentagon, Room 3D1089
Kansas Street Uashington DC
Natick MA 01760-5014 (202) 697-7922 ET
Army OSD

Robert C. Simmons Craig C. Singer
Hughes Aircraft Co. Eng Svc & Spt Di Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc
P.O. Box 6800, Bldg 627/G414 5111 Leesburg Pike, Suite 200
Anaheim CA 92817-0800 Falls Church VA 22041-
(714) 970-2823 ET (703) 931-3500 ET
AIA

William R. Smith Willard B. Smith
ASN(RE&S) Department of Navy Defense Logistics Agency

Puntagon 5E785 Cameron Station
ASN(RE&!) C3I DLA-SE
Washington DC 203-50- Alexandria VA 22304-6100
(202) 694-4691 ET (202) 274-6775 ET 284-6775
Navy B-28 DLA



Gtnk ..*I LDya~i~itii F t . Wrth Di visioll I l G. Sil.

A:,, F!u Pi wt etra ' .- 'tf Ht.ad4UAEtet'S , Defense Lobg Iic

ATTN: AFPRO/EN AiLtti: DLA-QLA

P.O. Box 371 AlUxjaIlLia VA 22304--61001

Ft. Worthk TX 761ul 0371 (202) 274-64V', ET . 284--6448

(M17) 763 4743j ET 8'3 8 Y/4 3 DLA

Chazles Sniyder, I AJ Ellis U. Speed

Defenise Lojiistics' Ab~ncy Defens~e Logistics Agenicy

Cainctvon Statiull Cameron Station
DLA-lE DLA-SEE
Alexaindiii.t VA 22-104 6100 AlexandL'id VA 22304-6100

(202) 274-6771 1..' 284 677% (20?.) 274--6775 El . 2834 67711

DLA DLA

Lou G. Sportelli
IBII-Fedeval Syl:.temis Divisioti Kitzina A. Stainford
6600 Rocklteb4' Drivii At-my Mlateriel Command

MS 403 5001 Eisenhower Ave.

Bethesda MD 20817- Alexandria VA 22333-

(301) 493-1418 ET .(202) 274-8862 ET 284-8862

NSIA Army

Michael Stasio

Brenda Stantley CASC

HQ, AFLC 74 N. Washington St.

A FLC -MMIA CBRS Code 99

IJPAFB OH 45433- Battle Creek MII 49017-3094

(513) 255-2144 ET 785-2144 (616) 962-6511 ET . 369-9270

Air Force Air Force

Neil SullivdLn
ARINC Reseach Corporation Ben H. Swett

2551 Riva Road Consultant
SEP /ASAG 5603 Holton Lane

Annapolis MD 21401- Temple Hills MD 20748-

(301) 266-4000 ET .(301) 630-9114 ET

Thomas A. Sylvester, CAPTIUSAF Jeffrey P. Szalapski. Capt, USN

HiQ AFSC/PLEQ J-4/Logistic Planning Division

Andrew& AFB ND 20334- Pentagon

(301) 981-2751 ET . 85A8-2751 Washington DC 20301-5000

Air Force (202) 697-3686 ET 227-3686
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Joseph To-sta
John1 TaLcher United Techniologies, Sikorsky Air

Dv(ei~v I' L julu(- L SLaiiad~ti h. O f liCe North Main Street
521J31 Let-u.;Lutb Pike Ju4 Te-,ta MS S304A3 Design Servi
Fdall Chutch VA 22U41 246 tz.'.tLQUd CT 06601-
(702) 756-2551 ET . 289-2551 (203) 386-4701 ET
US D AlA

Jaines L Thacker Otto J. Thamasett
National Security Ag.ency XIICO, Inc.
R23 11150 Sunrise Valley Drive
Fort Me~ade MID 207%, 6000 Reston VA 22091-
(201)j 659 48111 ET 4 115-1ll (703) 648--9636 ET
NSA

Edward Thomas, COL
Charles 1. Thomas Defense Industrial Supply Center
Naval Sea Systems Command 700 Robbins Ave
SEA 9012 DISC- E
Crystal City VA Philadelphia PA 19111-
(202) 692-6731 ET (215) 697-3201 ET 442-3201
Navy DLA

Jonathan R. Tilton
Elton R. Thompson General Electic Company
Arnold Engineering Development Cente 1000 Western Ave.
ATTN: AEDC/DOF ATTN: I11Z 25201
Arnold AF Sta TN 37389-5000 West Lynn 11A 01910-
(615) 454-5280 ET . 340-5280 (617) 594-5492 ET
Air Force AIA

William E. Tisdell
Sperry Corp, Defense Pr-oducts Group Dwight V. Toavs, COL
Computer Systems Division Defense Intelligence Agency
P.O. Box 64525 I S 1J2S20 RSH-4, Pentagon
Saint Paul MN 55164- Washington DC 20301-6111
(612) 456-2962 ET .(202) 694-2675 ET 224-2675
AIA ####

John B. Todaro
Spec Control Advocate Geneval Robert B. Toth
0(c of the Ast. "-(S&L,) R. B. Toth Associates
SPECAG 1032 31st N.U.
Ijaslington DC 20360 5000 Washinton DC 20007-
(202) 692-0815 ET . 222-0815 (202) 342-0210 ET
Na~vy B-30



Raywond P. Tritllay Pdul D. Tuck
ARDFC Bi uoks & Patkeni;
SMCAR-ESC-AS 5320 S. 5th Stteet
D.,ver NJ U78U1 5001 Artiiitun VA 22204-
(201) 724-6671 ET ,80i 6671 (70J) 671 4352 ET

Alvin H. Turetsky
Thutna-; J. Tulko Naval Air Technical Services Facilit
Space aid Naval UW rfav Sy:teuw; Coiipi Code 01
ATTN: PMUI143T3 7U Robbins Ave.
UAIifrttoli 20363 5100 Philadelphia PA 19117-
(202) 692-9632 E' 222-9632 (215) 697-2901 ET 442-2901
Navy Navy

Peter F. Unger
U,,re III lore CASSI
Field Cummajad, Deferse NucleaV Airec 656 Quince Orchard Rd.
FSL-ICS Suite 704
Kirtlanid AFB NM 87115-5000 Gaithersburg MD 20878-
(505) 844-0301 ET 244-0301 (301) 670-1377 ET
DNA AALA

Arthur B. Vance
He'bett R. Vadney, LTC Defense Product Standards Office
OUSD(R&E) DSB II Skyline Place, Suite 1403
Room JD1020, Petitagot 5203 Leesburg Pike
tWashiz&torj DC 20301- Falls Church VA 22041-3466
OSD (703) 756-2343 ET 289-2343

OSD

Raymond C. Vandemark Howard J. Vandersluis
Navy Publicatiojs & Printing Svc Mgm Naval Sea Systems Command
Director, Program Management Divisio Technical Data and Teat Division
Code 30 Technical Data QA Branch
Uashington Navy Yard Bidg 157-3 ATTN: CEL-TD4
Washington DC 20374- Washington DC 20362-5101
(202) 433-3543 ET (202) 692-1230 ET
Navy Navy

E. Georgette Vincent Nathaniel R. Vivians
Ndaval AiL Systems Command ASD-AFALC/AXT
ATTN; AIR 51121E Directorate, Avionics Technology
Uashington DC 20361 UPAFB 01 45433-6503
(202) 746-1143 ET 286-1143 (513) 255-5941 785-5941
Navy B-31 Air Force



2. CIdi k .AI k,.±

Gcr ,R .J V1,ty IDepit'tictjt of the Air' Force
l-,_Ld At "- & Cu IuiU i :-tiorauz Cut p Ai- Force Departmental Stdzti Off ice

9 ")!,, Uay AF/RDXH(DEPSO)

@f',tlj Atu CA 94"rjM Pentagon
8415) 52-5465 L."T Uu:nhington DC 20330--4050

(202) 697-3040 ET 227-3040
Ai, FutCc

Robe't V. Ulk' , Jr. Richard V. Wall
MLNjRS) Proje.,-t Otice Shipley Associates

USP. MICOM, Mult. LauLLCh Rocket Syst Director of Client Services
At _Pl-1IL-Cu (R. Ualkev) Public Sector-

~~~L, : ., Ar :;,:rr AL ;!)H8 571JU P.O. Box 40
(L .j' /c-6ZU1 ET "746-8201 Bountiful UT 84010-
Ar:,v (801) 295-2386 ET

Mrty b.±th iUu.Lih, CPT, USA Ronald D. Ward
Navy Pu;L GLJd'uate School Newport News Shipbuilding
SriC 1213 NPS 4101 Washington Avenue
NPS R.D. Ward, Dept K21
Monterey CA 93940- Newport News VA 23607-
(408) 646--2516 ET 878-2536 (804) 380-4532 ET
Army

Thomas R. Warwick John T. Uasdi
Pratt & Whitney, United Technologies Project Manager-Mobile Electric Powe
Engireerirg Division Technical Management Division
M\S 731 55 ATTN: AMCPM-MEP-T
P.O. Box 2691 7500 Backlick Road, Bldg. 2089
West Palm Beach FL 33402- Springfield VA 22150-3107
(305) 840 3588 ET (703) 664-2057 ET 354-2057
SAE Army

Dougla- E. Vaters Daniel H. Weiss
Naval Sea Systems Command HQ, USAF-LEYY
CEL-TDB Pentagon
Washington DC 22362- Washington DC 20330-5130
(202) 692-0068 ET 222-0068 (202) 697-1177 ET 227-1177
Navy Air Force

Peter N. Weiss
Assistant Chief Counsel Wiley Wells

mall B1.LixLC.L AdwiniitLatiu,, Magnavox Govt & Industry Electronics
O ffice of Chief Cuunsel fo Advocacy 1313 ProducLio, Rd.

1725 I St., N.U., Ruum 403 Fort Wayne IN 46808-
Washington DC 20416 (219) 429-5642 ET
(202) 6434 6115 634-6115 B-32 LIA
SBA
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" '' ' P. U. ':h Ti:uc thy 0. U,':-tuvtv , rOL, U'AF

1'.: ,.. , p; 2 'i -Z ,.2u. tk A i Force Plant Rep Hughes Tucson
*..O . iJt i.Wt 48 AFI'RO/CP, flujhes Mi sile Sys

A!'N DP;' "J'. P.O. Box 11337, Mail Stdt.iun D-4

Phi lo,.l10;IhiL PA 91 1 1 -41' fuczoi AZ 85734-1Q?37

(Z15) 95Z 4211 LI 444-4211 (602) 295 8361 FT 361-5825

DLA Air Forcu

John Uheeler, P.E.

D.,vid R. Uht', Natick R,.earch & Development Center

AARDEC STRNC-UST
ATfN: SlCAR I'SC-AS USA NRDEC

[' : V,-ti N i (i'#',ii! Kaiiasas S It .,-'t

......... . e: .... t 62 Natick h]A 01760-
Army Army

.o(' 11. Lllithey Joyce L. IJilliams
US AL :)y ii I ui ,.t , Sy;;l. Acinr CoImaInizld ASD/ENES
ATTN: AS PILN _5 Code 11
Fort HuAciLuc:A AZ 85613-5000 UPAFB OH 45433-
(602) 538-7890 ET 879-7890 (513) 255-6295 ET 785-6295

Army Air Force

Edward E. IJilsoui
Defense Personn, I Support ('>ntet Donald E. ilson, COL, USA
2800 S. 20th Street Army Materiel Command
DirectoLate of Subsistence 5001 Eisenhower Ave.
Philadelphia PA 19101-8419 Alexandria VA 22333-
(215) 952-4435 444-4435 (202) 274-9683 ET 284-9683
DLA Army

James R. Uineba-t~er John Uinters
Diversified Data Corp Defense Data lanagement Office

6551 Loisdale CL. 5203 Leesburg Pike
Sptinjxfield VA 22150- Falls Church VA 22041-3466
(703) 922-9444 ET (703) 756-2554 ET 289-2554

OSD

John K.C. woo

Georju R. Uititc,:i, COL, USAF Acquisition Platnin fdnager,NAVSEA

IIQ Ait F',rr'- Syst, .,i:! Command NAVSEASYSCOM

ATTN: llQ AFSC/XR (i.C) Code SEA 901
Aiidrew. AFB iD 20334-5000 Jashington DC 20362-
(301) 981-4212 ET 858-4212 (202) 692-0415 ET 222-0415
Air For, B-33 N.,vy



Ua1ldt.r 0. U."oI
',ti itL -, , ' ,t* , . -i L1 L I

P.O. Box 748 Spa,.e iij Naval U.arfare Systms Comm
0.U. Uu,,.l M-: Z4X, ATTN: STIAUAP 003-12
Fu i t ,LUu Lh TX 7/1U1 Ut.:hiiigtozi DC 2U363 51 00
& ') 763 J.v;9 E'L . (02) 6.2-7276 ET 222-7276
A a * A A

Doi utly Li ieht DISC
N-aval OLiauice StiLiun 700 Robbins Ave
52416 DISC-EA
Ii.i.i, Head,! MD 21164U Philadelphia PA 19111

._ V..!: (21S) 697-3001 ET
N.vy DLA

Juo, Uz ul.c w_,k , IJohn A. Uyatt
Softech, Inc. Dir, Defense Product Standards Offic
2000 N. Beaui~t..rd Sttcel. 5203 Leesburg Pike
AlexandLia VA 22311-1794 Falls Church VA 22041-3466
(703) ','1 7372 ElT (703) 756-2343 ET 289-2343

OSD

Robert U. Yates
Defense Construction Supply Centev Peter Yurcisin
PO Box 3990 OSD(A&L) SDM
DCSC-SS Room 2A318 Pentagon
Columbus OH 43216-5000 Washington DC 20301-
(614) 238-3965 ET 850-3965 (202) 695-0121 ET 225-0121
DLA OSD

Lynn Zabkar, CAPT, USAF George Zakhem
ESD/JSP US Army Tank-Automotive Command
CAPT Zabkar A11STA-GDS (G. Zakhem)
Hanscon AFB NA 01731-- Warren MI 48397-5000
(617) 377-6915 ET 478-6915 (313) 574-5954 ET 786-5954
Air Force Army

Paul S. Zorich
Hiroslav N. Zich Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Space and Naval U-A-faL'e Systems Comm 200 Stovall Street
PMUIS1 13A Code lOU
Uashizijiatoi DC 20363 Alexandria VA 22332-
(202) 692-9367 ET . 2. -9367 (202) 325-8192 ET 221-8192
Navy Navy
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Georie 7oyio)pIUU.;
Zift f-avis T'echnical Information Corn
830 BI-A1chALULd Rd.
Bur-lizk6 ;LoL IA 0180 t
(617) 2711-5500 ETr
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